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Introduction. 


Method  and  procedure  in  arriving  at  the  gross  value,  gross  income,  and  cash 
income  of  farmers  from  chickens  and  eggs  previously  published  (l/)  as  a  part  of  the 
Bureau’s  estimates  of  income  by  States  for  each  year  beginning  with  1324,  are 
described  in  this  report. 

Gross  income  of  farmeis  from  poultry  and  eggs  is  exceeded  only  by  that  from 
milk  and  milk  products,  hogs,  cotton,  and  since  1324  das  exceeded  a  billion  dollars 
annually.  Yet  because  of  the  wide  diffusion  of  production,  the  value  of  products 
per  farm  is  only  $200. 

4  Statistics  of  this  huge  business  enterprise  of  farmers  are  fragmentary, 

except  for  the  census  reports  and  the  annual  estimates  of  the  Division  of  Crops  and 
Livestock  Estimates,  which  are  based  on  the  census  and  on  reports  of  correspondents. 

The  problem  attacked  in  this  study  Is  that  of  showing  for  each  year  the  value 
of  chickens  and  eggs  produced  in  each  of  the  States,  and  the  disposition  of  this 
value  as  between  sales  and  farm  consumption.  The  major  problem  becomes  that  cf 
determining  production,  as  price  series  are  relatively  well  established.  Given 
the  quantities  produced  values  are  obtained  by  application  of  suitable  prices. 

Early  in  the  examine  tion  of  the  data  it  seemed  probable  that  the  production 
and  soles  reported  by  the  census  were  insufficient  to  cover  the  requirements  for 
consumption.  Further,  the  method  of  census  enumeration  (asking  for  the  sum  of  a 
multitude  of  detailed  observations  ovu  a  period  of  one  year)  makes  understatement 
almost  a  certainty,  depending  somewhat  on  conditions  at  the  time  the  question  is 
asked. 

The  several  sets  of  indications  of  production  have  been  examined  separately 
and  the  results  fitted  together  with  due  regard  to  the  relative  values  of  the 
sources  of  information  as  evidence.  Many  of  the  figures  necessarily  represent  the 
best  present  judgment  of  the  estimator  rather  than  finally  determined  facts.  Some 
increase  over  census  figures  is  necessary.  The  increases  adopted  in  the  com¬ 
putations  hove  been  conservative,  or  at  any  rate  less  than  some  of  the  indications 
and  opinions  of  some  trade  factors  would  warrant . 

Work  now  in  progress  may  moke  advisable  modification  of  the  rotes  used  in 
the  computations.  To  that  extent,  supplemented  by  the  constructive  criticism  of 
a  workers  in  the  field,  the  figures  herein  given  are  preliminary.  Minor  changes  in 
I'  the  figures  may  result  from  discovery  of  clerical  errors  in  the  almost  numberless 
computations. 

Poultry  and  eggs  are  produced  on  about  500,000  farms  in  the  United  States. 
They  are  also  raised  extensively  in  villages  and  towns,  but  the  proportion  so  pro¬ 
duced  is  believed  to  be  relatively  quite  small  compared  with  the  farm  production. 
Owing  to  the  wide  diffusion  of  the  industry  into  so  many  small  units,  to  the  fact 
that  it  is  a  minor  project  on  most  farms  and  to  the  lack  of  organization  among 
producers,  no  compelling  demand  has  arisen,  and.  no  provision  of  funds  has  been  made 
by  the  Federal  Government,  for  the  collection  and  publication  of  adequate  statistica’ 
data  for  this  industry. 

l/  See  Crops  and  Markets,  September  1923  p*  373  and  October  1929  page  4H' 

See  also  in  Part  I,  Sec.  2  of  this  series. 
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Recognizing  the  importance  of  the  industry  and  the  reed  for  statistics  of 
its  past  development,  present  st  tus  and  future  prospects,  the  Deportment  of 
Agriculture  began  in  1^22  the  preparation  and  publication  of  annual  estimates  of 
numbers  of  poultry  on  hrnd  January  1,  and  production  of  poultry  and  eggs  during 
the  previous  year.  Those  January  1  estimates  of  numbers  on  farms  started  with 
the  Census  figures  for  1*3 20  and  were  brought  forward  to  1325  °n  the  basis  of 
annual  changes  in  numbers  shown  on  farms  of  crop  reporters.  Changes  in  annual 
production  of  poultry  and  eggs  were  estimated  on  the  basis  of  an  assumption  of 
increase  or  decrease  proportional  to  the  increase  in  numbers  of  poultry  on  hand  at 
the  end  of  the  year.  Data  were  limited  to  the  United  States  and  to  the  six 
principal  geographic  divisions  of  st  tes,  no  attempt  being  made  at  state  estimates. 
The  basis  of  these  estimates  was  considered  inadequate  and  although  the  estimates 
of  numbers  at  least  were  later  shown  to  be  reasonably  accurate,  the  attempt  was 
discontinued.  In  1925  a  beginning  was  made  toward  providing  an  adequate  basis 
of  information  by  the  insertion  of  a  regular  item  on  the  monthly  schedule  to  crop 
reporters,  ashing  for  the  number  of  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age  in  their  f lochs 
and  the  number  of  egg's  laid  on  the  first  day  of  the  month.  This  monthly  inquiry 
has  been  supplemented  by  an  annual  January  1  inquiry  on  numbers  of  all  chickens  on 
hand,  and  by  other  periodic  inquiries  on  various  phases  of  the  industry.  The 
lack  of  provision  of  personnel  for  study  of  these  data  and  other  available  sta¬ 
tistics  on  poultry  production  has  delayed  the  publication  of  any  adequate  summary 
of  the  results,  attention  having  been  given  to  the  subject  only  when  time  could  be 
spared  from  established  projects. 

The  preparation  of  the  present  estimates  has  been  the  work  mainly  of 
Dr.  S.  A.  Jones.  Mr.  J.  B.  Shepard,  has  contributed  considerable  work  and  many 
valuable  suggestions.  Generous  help  has  been  given  by  other  workers  in  the 
Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates  and  in  state  offices  and  by  the  poultry 
specialists  in  other  branches  of  the  Department.  The  detailed  tabulations  and 
computations  are  the  work  of  Hiss  Sallie  C lower  and  the  final  preparation  of  this 
manuscript  the  work  of  Mrs.  Mary  Perry,  and  Mr.  C.  B.  Sydow. 

The  estimates  that  follow  are  accompanied  by  brief  explanatory  notes  in¬ 
dicating  thoir  source,  character,  and  limitations. 
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SOUDCPS  OF  PAPA  ON  PRODUCTION  AND  CONSUMPTION 
OF  POULTRY  AND  PGC-S. 


In  connection  with  the  prepare tion  of  annual  estimates  on  poultry  and 
poultry  products  and  of  estimates  on  farm  income  from  these,  the  principal  sta¬ 
tistics  found  available  were  the  Federal  Census  Reports  of  numbers  and  production, 
the  reports  of  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  on  receipts  of  poultry 
and  poultry  products  in  leading  markets,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission' s 
report  on  car  lot  movement  of  these  on  original  consignment;  various  surveys  on 
consumption;  the  enumerationby  assessors  in  a.  few  states  of  numbers  of  poultry  on 
farms,  and  the  annual  and  monthly  returns  on  poultry  and  eggs  furnished  by  crop 
reporters  of  this  Department  since  1925* 

The  Federal  Census  reports  for  successive  periods  stand  in  a  class  by  them¬ 
selves  for  comprehensiveness  and  are  accepted  as  the  main  dependence.  While 
reasonably  complete  for  numbers  of  farm  poultry  on  hand  at  the  time  of  taking  the 
Census,  it  seems  evident  that  they  are  low  in  the  reported  number  of  eggs  laid  and 
sold,  and  of  chickens  raised  and  sold  during  the  previous  year.  These  production 
and  sales  figures  are  not  enumerations  of  facts  within  the  immediate  knowledge  of 
the  farmer,  but  ire  rely  a  record  of  his  judgment  or  best  guess,  or  that  of  his  wife, 
or  of  the  enumerator.  Omissions  and  understatements  tinder  these  conditions  are  to 
be  expected. 

/ 

The  data  available  to  determine  the  extent  of  Census  omissions  in  these 
items  are  far  from  satisfactory,  since  these  are  more  or  less  fragmentary,  and  be¬ 
sides  other  imperfections,  lack  the  comprehensiveness  of  the  Census  returns.  These 
check  data  are  so  imperfect  that  one  would  hesitate  to  depart  from  the  Census  figure 
at  all  except  for  the  very  obvious  incompleteness  of  the  latter.  While  any  ad¬ 
justed  figure  based  on  such  checks  will  be  subject  to  a  considerable  margin  of  error 
this  error  should  be  much  less  than  that  due  to  the  evident  gross  omissions  in  the 
Census  figures  for  production  and  sale  of  poultry  and  eggs. 

Separate  discussions  follow  of  the  results  of  studies  of  - 

(a)  Census  indications  of  numbers  of  poultry  and  of  production  of  poultry 
and  eggs  from  the  date  of  the  first  Census  on  poultry  in  i860; 

(b)  Indications  of  production  and  consumption  of  poultry; 

(c)  Indications,  from  various  sources  of  production  and  consumption  of  eggs; 

(d)  Farm  consumption  of  poultry  and  eggs,  as  reported  by  Crop  Correspondents; 

(e)  Basis  of  accepted  prices  and  values. 

It  is  realized  that  these  studies  are  incomplete,  since  it  has  not  been 
possible  to  canvass  the  entire  field  of  available  statistics.  It  is  hoped  that  a 
perusal  of  the  studies  by  those  in  touch  with  the  industry  and  its  literature  in 
different  sections  of  the  couniry  will  bring  ro  light  a.  considerable  volume  of 
additional  evidence  that  will  assist  in  arriving  at  final  figures  more  satisfactory 
than  those  that  have  been  tentatively  fixed  on  ^he  basis  of  the  present  available 
evidence.  -  v  •  ~  *  _  *  •  .  ~ 


3 


Following  these  several  discussions  are  tabular  statements  giving  estimated 
numbers  and  values  of  chickens,  production  and  value  of  chickens  and  eggs,  farm 
consumption  and  sale  of  poultry  products,  etc. 

The  Census  of  1920  is  the  basis  for  numbers  of  chickens  in  that  year. 

Annual  reports  by  crop  correspondents  of  numbers  in  their  own  flocks  on  January  1 
supplied  the  available  evidence  of  change  from  1920  to  1924. 

The  adjusted  Census  figures  for  1924-25  afforded  evidence  of  the  substantial 
accuracy  of  the  estimates  from  1920  to  1925  and  provided  a  fresh  starting  point  for 
estimates  covering  subsequent  years.  Changes  subsequent  to  1924  are  based  mainly 
upon  the  monthly  reports  of  the  crop  correspondents  of  the  Department  of  Agricultur 
covering  in  excess  of  20,000  farm  flocks  each  month,  and  the  annual  reports  cover¬ 
ing  about  50,000  flocks.  These  figures  have  been  checked  by  such  evidence  of 
change  in  numbers  as  could  be  deduced  from  available  records  of  marketings,  special 
surveys,  enumerations,  etc.  When  the  1929-1930  Census  figures  become  available, 
necessary  revisions  will  be  made  to  the  1925-1930  estimates. 
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CENSUS  ENUMERATIONS  OF  POULTRY  AND  ECUS 


The  Census  first  included  an  inquiry  concerning  poultry  in  1880.  The  in¬ 
quiries  related  to  numbers  of  birds  on  hand  at  the  date  of  the  Census,  and  number 
of  eggs  produced  in  the  preceding  year.  In  1890  and  1900  the  inquiry  asked 
separately  for  numbers  of  chickens,  turkeys,  ducks,  and  geese,  and  production  of 
eggs.  In  1910,  guineas  and  pigeons  were  added  to  the  inquiry,  as  also  the  number 
of  chickens  raised.  In  1920  practically  the  same  ground  was  covered.  In  1924 
the  inquiry  was  limited  to  number  of  chickens  on  hand  and  number  of  chickens  raised 
and  eggs  produced. 

Rotoprint  Figure  No.  1  showsfor  the  successive  Census  periods  the  reported 
Census  figures  on  poultry  and  eggs.  Figure  No.  2  shows  the  forms  of  inquiry  used 
at  each  Census.  Figure  No.  3  shows  the  Census  f igures  as  published,  without 
modification. 

The  figures  as  reported  for  the  different  Census  periods  need  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  and  appraised  in  the  light  of  the  forms  of  inquiry  used  at  each  Census. 

In  order  to  make  the  figures  comparable  it  is  necessary  to  allow  for  these 
differences  in  dates  and  in  language.  The  reports,  for  .pach  Census  will  be  taken 
up  and  discussed  in  chronological  order : 

POULTRY 

The  Census  of  1880  reported  "poultry  on  hand  June  1,  1830,  exclusive  of 
spring  hatchings" ,  —  "Barnyard",  102,272,000;  "Other",  23,235,000;  All,  125,507,00 

From  the  results,  it  seems  likely  that  the  question  as  asked  may  have 
sounded  as  odd  then  as  now.  The  number  reported  as  "barnyard"  poultry  is  presumably 
meant  for  chickens.  This  figure  is  only  about  80  per  cent  of  the  total,  whereas,  th 
evidence  of  later  Censuses  shows  chickens  making  up  from  87  to  97  per  cent  of  all . 

It  is  probable  that  a  considerable  number  of  chickens  were  reported  under  "other", 
or  else  that  this  figure  includes  some  young  birds. 

If  we  examine  the  returns  for  the  Census  of  1900  we  find  that  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  other  poultry  than  chickens  reported  as  of  June  1,  1900, .which  included 
fowls  over  three  months  old,  was  less  than  7  per  cent  of  all  poultry.  Assuming  that 
the  average  date  of  enumeration  was  some  time  after  June  1,  probably  nearer  July 
1,  this  enumeration  probably  Included  10  per  cent  more  or  less  of  young  birds  over 
three  months  old  hatched  during  February  and  March.  The  proportion  of  young  tur¬ 
keys,  ducks,  and  geese  compared  with  young  chickens  included  in  the  enumeration 
would  almost  certainly  be  considerably  greater  than  the  proportion  of  mature 
birds  of  those  kinds  to  mature  chickens,  because  only  enough  of  these  other  birds 
are  carried  over  to  supply  the  winter  market  and  to  produce  eggs  for  hatching, 
while  large  numbers  of  chickens  are  kept  over  for  production  of  market  eggs.  The 
proportion  of  7  per  cent  would,  therefore,  probably  be  excessive  as  a  measure  of 
the  mature  "other"  poultry  in  1880. 


The  Census  of  lo90,  taken  also  as  of  Juno  1,  called  for  "poultry  by  classes" 
and  did  not  exclude  young,  though  it  did  not  specifically  call  for  young.  The 
proportion  of  "other"  (ducks,  turkeys,  and  geese)  wTo. s  reported  at  about  °ffo* 

Because  of  inclusion  in  1830  of  an  indefinite  but  large  proportion  of  young  stock, 
this  is  much  too  high  a  proportion  to  bo  applied  to  i860,  when  spring  hatchings 
were  excluded o 

The  proportion  of  "other"  poultry  in  the  later  Censuses  is  about  3 J*  It 

seems  evident  tint  the  proportion  of  mature  "other"  poultry  in  the  Census  of  I080 
could  hardly  have  reached  7 }9  and  that  the  high  figures  of  20  por  oent  reported  for 
"other"  was  duo  to  the  peculiar  wording  of  the  schedule.  Accepting  7  por  cent  for 
"other"  would  leave  approximately  117  million  mature  chickens  on  hand  as  of  June  1 
of  1880. 

Based  upon  present  seasonal  trends  in  numbers  as  shown  in  the  monthly 
returns  of  farm  flocks,  the  number  of  mature  chickens  on  June  1  compared  with 
numbers  on  January  1  is  about  7 3$.  Assuming  that  loss  drastic  culling  was 
practiced  in  earlier  years  than  now  wo  may  accept  for  June,  1880,  83 jo  as  the 
number  at  time  of  enumeration  compared  with  number  on  January  1.  117?000?000 

divided  by  .83  gives  141,000,000  as  the  indicated  number  of  chickens  on  January  1, 

1880. 

In  1830  the  Census  reported  poultry  on  hand  June  1,  (without  restrictions 
as  to  age)  at  - 

Chickens  ........  258, 871? 000 


Turkeys  ........  10 9rJ^jd, 000 

Ducks  . .  7» 544*000 

Geese  . .  8, >440, 000 


Total  .........  283,609,000 

According  to  the  present  monthly  returns  for  farm  flocks  the  number  of 
young  birds  in  June  and  July  is  about  a  third  greater  than  the  number  of  mature 
birds.  Since  it  can  not  be  known  what  proportion  of  young  birds  was  included  in 
the  enumeration,  the  Census  figures  have  little  or  no  comparative  value.  Owing 
to  this  complication  it  is  necessary  to  interpolate  a  figure  for  1690  from  the 
established  numbers  in  i860  aid  i960 •  The  average  accepted  number  of  chickens  on 
January  1  of  those  twrc  dates  is  approximately  200  million. 

Some  indie:  tion  on  numbers  of  poultry  nay  be  derived  from  reported  numbers 
of  eggs  produced.  Bggs  reported  produced  in  the  first  throe  Census  years  were, 
457,000,000  dozen  in  1679;  320,000,000  in  1883;  and  1,294,000,000  in  1899.  This 
shows  an  increase  of  837  'million  dozen  within  the  two  decades,  of  which  383  million 
or  43*47“  occurred  in  the  first  decade.  If  the  increase  in  numbers  of  chickens 
v/as  in  the  same  proportion,  the  indicated  increase  to  1850  out  of  the  total  in¬ 
crease  of  about  119  million  in  the  twenty  years,  would  have  been,  43*47°  119 

million  =  51  million,  which  added  to  the  141  million  on  January  1,  l88o,  would  give 
192  million  as  the  number  of  chickens  for  January,  1890.  In  viewT  of  the  evident 
increase  in  r°to  of  laying,  this  indication  would  tend  to  be  low.  Also,  in  1890, 
"number"  of  eggs  wTas  asked,  and  the  tendency  of  some  tc  report  in  dozens  would 
have  affected  the  total  downward.  In  the  absence  of  further  evidence,  the 

tentative  figure  is  accepted  of  195  million  chickens  on  January  1,  1890. 
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number  of  Chickens  on  hand,  and  production^ 

EGGS  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES,  1880-1925 

AS  REPORTED  BY  U.S. CENSUS 
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The  Census  of  19OO  asked  for  number  of  fouls  over  3  months  old  on  the  f^rm 
June  1,  15)00,  by  kinds,  and  reported: 


Chickens,  (including  Guinea -fouls) 
Turkeys  ............. 

Ducks . . . 


Total  ....... 


233,5b6,000 

6,595,000 

4,786,000 

5,677,000 

250,624,000 


Later  Census  reports  shew  Guineas  to  bo  0.6  to  0.7  per  cent  of  the  chickens. 
This  would  leave  chickens  about  232,000,000  including  some  chicks  over  throe  months 
old.  The  number  of  young  chicks  reported  on  hand  on  April  1,  1927  and  1928  was 
about  40  per  farm  flock.  The  proportion  of  early  hatched  birds  is  probably  higher 

now  than  then.  About  30  of  the  40  young  birds  would  probably  survive  to  July  1 
and  then  be  3  months  of  age  or  over.  This  number  would  bo  equal  to  4 ®f°  the 
present  average  reported  number  of  75  old  birds  on  hand  at  that  date. 


The  number  of  young  birds  that  would  be  throe  months  old  by  June  1,  i.e., 
hatched  before  March  1,  would  be  much  fewer,  possibly  not  to  exceed  5^.  As  the 
actual  enumeration  would  be  nearer  July  1  than  June  1,  the  proportion  of  young 
birds  3  months  old  included  in  the  enumeration  can  reasonably  be  conservatively 
estimated  at  10 j  of  the  old  birds.  Then,  232,000,000  7  110  r  211,000,000  as  the 
indicated  number  of  mature  birds  in  June. 


Assuming  that  culling  would  have  boon  somewhat  more  efficient  than  in  l38o 
and  accepting  8l^  as  the  proportion  remaining  in  June  of  birds  on  hand  January  1, 
we  obtain  211,000,000  ~  8l  r  260,000,000  as  the  indicated  number  of  mature  birds  on 
hand  January  1,  1900. 


The 

months  old 
The 


Census  in  1910  was  taken 
(on  April  15)  by  kinds. 

report  shows  - 


as  of  April 


15. 


It  asked  for  fowls  over  three 


Chickens  . 
Turkeys  .  . 
Ducks  .  „  . 
Geese  .  .  . 
Guineas  .  . 
Pigeons  .  . 

Total 


280,341,000 

3,689,000 

2,907,000 

4,4^2,000 

1,765,000 

2,731,000 

255,865,000 


_  /ery  lew  birds  of  the  current  years  hatch  over  three  months  of  age  would  be 
j-ound  in  April.  The  monthly  returns  indicate  that  at  present  the  number  of  mature 
9rgGkGnS  °n  a^ou^  kfey  1  is  approximately  3/v;  of  the  number  on  January  1,  or  (say) 

064  on  April  15.  Allowing  somewhat  lighter  culling  in  1910  than  now,  we  may  accept 
(cay)  87^0  as  the  proper  proportion.  280,341,00 0  i  87^  indicates  722,000,000 
chickens  on  hand  January  1,  1910. 


11 


The  Census  of  1920  was  taken  as  of  January  1  and  reported 


Chickens  359 » 537» 000 

3, b27,000 
2,8l8sOOO 

2,939,000 
2,410,000 
1,494,000 


J-  U..L  vJ 

Ducks  . 
Go  e  s  e  o 
Guineas 
Piseons 


Total  .  .  .  ,  o  372,825,000 


The  proportion  of  those  under  three  months  of  age  would  be  negligible. 
The  I925  Census,  also  of  January  1,  reported  only  — 


Chickens  .  ZJ.0 9 » 29 1*000 

The  actual  date  of  enumeration  of  all  of  the  various  censuses yoU/^%robably be 
sometime  later  than  the  stated  date,  and  as  the  intervening  period  would/during  the 
time  of  seasonal  decrease  in  numbers  of  mature  birds  the  actual  numbers  would 
probably  have  been  2^  or  3^  larger  on  the  date  to  which  the  census  presumably  re¬ 
lates  than  on  the  date  when  reported* 


would 


It-  is~ 
below, 


While  the  Census  specified  numbers  at  the  stated  date  the  numbers  reported 
more  likely  approximate  those  021  hand  at  the  date  of  actual  enumeration, 
pi  Doable,  the  before,  that  the  derived  figures  t'alreadm  stated,  o-nd ,  summs  r-ized 
are  somewhat  lo"T  from  t.  is  cause.  ..  ">  „  ; .  • 


The  figures  of  probable  numbers  of  chickens  on  January  1  as  thus  developed 
for  the  different  Censuses  are  remarkably  uniform  for  the  .successive  decades  ex¬ 
cept  1920  and  we  know  that  numbers  declined  materially  during  the  war  period  ending 
in  I92O. 


The  number  of  w  chickens  on  January  1,  as  indicated  by  the  adjust¬ 

ed  Census  numbers,  and  the  number  per  capita  are  as  follows: 

Table  1.  Chickens  on  hand  January  1,  and  numbers  per 
person  indicated  by  adjusted  Census  figures,  1880-1925* 


a, 


U  0 

A  e?^ 


Year 


1880 

1890 

1900 

1910 

1920 

1925 


Dumber  of 
chickens 


{ u  *v  \Cf.  1  ry 

The  stability  ,of  £he  per .capita  figure!  since  1900  is  not  really  surprising. 

The  supply  reacts  quiciiy  to  demand  since  the • span  from  egg  tfd 1  laying  hen  is  less 
than  a  year.  Some  greater  incompleteness  in  the  i860  and  1890  figures  than  sub¬ 
sequently  is  possible,  and  is  suggested  by  the  low  per  capita  shown.  It  is 
probable,  however,  that  the  relative  proportion  of  town  and  village  poultry  was  a 
greater  factor  in  those  earlier  years,  when  a  much  greater  proportion  of  the  non- 

-  12  - 


"[Millions 


141 

195 

2b0 

322 

3bC 

409 


Total  U.  S. 
Population 


Millions 


,30. 


bp 

7° 
92 
10  b 
11.5 


Number  of 
chickens 
Per  Canitc 


2.8-2 

3. 10 
3.42 

3.50 

3-49 

3.56 

w 


forming  population  lived  in  towns  of  moderate  size,  where  the  keeping  of  poultry 
was  possible  ond  commonly  practiced.  Such  flocks  ore  relatively  roach  fewer  now* 
Those  would  hove  been  more  likely  to  escape  the  Census  enumerators  than  the 
relatively  few  large  commercial  flocks  now  kept  in  towns* 

Mr.  Paul  Hondo vi lie ,  Secretary  of  the  IT.  S.  Egg  Society,  has  pointed  out 
that  the  years  1S80-I900  represented  the  period  of  greatest  development  in  cold 
storage,  which  would  help  to  explain  the  comparatively  great  expansion  in  the 
poultry  industry  ana  particularly  in  ogg  production  during  that  time. 


A  straight  line  drown  on  Figure  4  between  the  indicted  numbers  shown  for 
1880  and  1925  passes  practically  through  the  points  of  indicated  numbers  in  all 
years  except  1920.  This  uniform  increase  is  in  harmony  with  and  doubtless  relat¬ 
ed  to  the  rather  uniform  increase  in  population  which  was  for  the  successive  ten- 
year  periods  13,  13,  Id,  and  14  millions,  and  for  the  last  ( 5 -year )  period  9 
mi 11 i on  ( Census  c  s  ti  nr  to ) . 


S  ggs 

The  reported  numbers  of  eggs  produced  in  Census  years  °re  seriously  affected 
by  changes  in  dates  of  enumeration,  besides  being  subject  to  a  strong  downward 
bias  from  understatements  duo  to  faulty  memory. 

Tho  inquiries  for  successive  Censuses  have  boon  practically  identical  in 
language  exce.pt  that  they  are  limited  to  "chicken”  eggs  in  1220  and  1925*  D-*10 

form  and  result  of  tho  inquiry  in  the  different  years  are  as  follows: 


Table  II.  Eggs  produced  in  United  States,  Census  reports, 

188C-I923. 


> 


1 

Year 

Question  as  asked 
in  Census  Schedule 

Humber  pub¬ 
lished  [in 
millions 
of  dozens) 

i860 

Eggs  produced  in  18^9  Dozen 

Eggs  produced  in  1839  Humber 

457 

1890 

820 

1900 

Dozens  of  eggs  produced  in  1899 

1,294 

1910 

Eggs  produced  in  1909  No.  of  Doz. 

1,591 

1920 

Eggs  produced  in  1919  Dozen 
(including  only  chicken  eggs 
produced,  whether  sold,  used, 
incubated,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of.) 

1,854 

1925 

Chicken  eggs  produced  in  1924  Doz. 
(including  all  chicken  eggs 
produced,  whether  sold,  used, 
incubated,  or  otherwise  disposed 

of ) 

1,913 

Tho  use  in  1090  of  the  unit  of  one  egg  instead  of  one  dozen  probably  brought 
some  replies  in  terms  of  dozens,  which  unless  carefully  edited  would  have  given 
figures  relatively  smaller  in  that  year  than  in  tho  other  censuses. 


13  - 


for  the  first 


1  of  Census  numbers  of  chickens  to 
s  follows;  expressed  in  millions; 

Chickens  Doz.  Eggs  No 

1879 

141 

457 

3.883 

195 

820 

1899 

2&0 

1,294 

great 

as  this  in 

average  layings 

No.  D oz.  Per  Chicken 


e°24 


3* 
4.2a 
4.98 


any  conclusive  check  to  disprove  it. 


The  Census  Bureau  in  192O 
chicken  eggs  ot  approximately  lj0 


estimated  the  production  of  eggs  other  than 
of  the  total  number  of  poultry  eggs  produced. 


The  enumerated  figures  represent  the  judgment  of  the  householders  or 
enumerator  based  mainly  on  memory  which  would  bo  much  influenced  by  conditions 
existing  ot  the  time  of  enumeration. 


The  enumerations  of  1880,  1890,  and  1900  were  as  of  June  1,  at  the  close, 
of  the  period  of  heaviest  layings,  which  extends  from  March  through  April  and  May 
into  June.  We  may  expect  the  returns  at  this  date  to  show  maximum  figures  for 
such  an  inquiry. 


As  stated  previously,  the  Census  of  eggs  in  1880  night  have  been  less 
complete  from  the  poultry  inquiries  being  new  and  badly  expressed  and  in  1890  from 
eggs  being  asked  in  numbers  rather  than  dozens.  In  1900  the  influence  of  the 
period  of  heavy  laying  preceding  might  have  partly  offset  the  tendency  to  under¬ 
state  due  to  faulty  memory  and  inherent  conservatism  when  called  upon  to  estimate 
numbers  that  run  into  hundreds  and  possibly  thousands  of  dozens. 

/ 

In  lgiO,  the  date  of  April  15  (probably  taken  a  few  weeks  later)  would 
show  some  of  the  some  strengthening  influence  os  in  June,  though  probably  much  loss 
marked,  the  prior  period  of  flush  production  having  been  short  ard  the  peak  not 
yet  reached,  and  the  low  layings  of  the  fall  and  winter  more  fully  in  mind. 

The  1920  and  1925  Censuses  having  been  taken  as  of  January  1  following  the 
November  to  January  period  of  light  layings  (about  a  fourth  of  the  March  to  June 
rate)  the  figures  reported  would  bo  affected  strongly  downward.  The  effect  of 
this  shift  in  date  is  strikingly  shown  on  figure  3  where  the  lino  showing  egg 
prod-action,  which  has  gained  on  the  lino  showing  numbers  of  chickens  up  to  19OO, 
runs  parallel  during  the  decade  to  1910  and  then  suddenly  drops  far  below  in  1920 
and  1925. 


The  relative  understatement  of  egg  production  in  1910  compared  to  19OO  can 
only  be  surmised.  It  seems  certain  that  layings  per  hen  increased  during  the 
decade  and  hence,  that  che  rate  of  increase  for  total  production  of  eggs  must 
have  been  faster  than  the  rate  of  increase  in  number  of  chickens,  but  the  ad¬ 
justed  Census  figures  for  numbers  of  chickens  show  the  increase  in  numbers  of 
chickens  and  the  increase  in  reported  production  of  eggs  as  practically  identical. 

The  indicated  increase  in  percentage  of  eggs  laid  during  the  period  1880- 
1900  was  285^*  The  increase  in  number  of  chickens  during  the  sane  period  was  (adj 
104^.  The  average  gain  in  total  layings  over  gain  in  numbers  was  a  year. 

This  degree  of  increase  is  doubtful,  but  the  average  production  per  hen  is 
certainly  Increasing;  through  breeding  for  high  laying  strains,  improvement  in 
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sanitary  .conditions,  in  the  abundance  and  character  of  the  ration  fed  and  in  the 
incroas-j'pf’o portion  of  commercial  flocks. 

If  estimated  egg  production  were  to  be  based  upon  increase  in  numbers  of 
birds  since  19OO  with  an  additional  allowance  of  annually  in  rate  of  layings 
.per  bird,  the  production  would  amount  to  1,656*000,000  dozens  in  1909, 
1,938,000,000  in  1915,  and  2,258,000,000  in  1924*  These  purely  speculative 
figures  on  production  of  eggs  for  the  last  three  Census  years  have  been  used  in 
Table  III,  and  plotted  on  figures  4  aud  5  to  show  the  probable  general  trend  of 
egg  production  rather  than  the  absolute  quantity  of  production. 

Thp  suggested  adjustment  without  allowance  for  birds  in  town  flocks,  which 
are  probably  decreasing,  gives  total  production  figures  and  an  indicated  annual 
supply  of  eggs  per  person  as  follows: 

Table  III.  Egg  production  and  annual  supply  per  person 
indicated  by  census  figures  adjusted. 


Tear 

Production 

Population 

Annual  supply 
per  person 

Millions 
of  Dozens 

Millions 

Dozens 

1879 

457 

60 

9*14 

1889 

820 

o7> 

13.02 

1899 

1,294 

n  ^ 

7o 

17.03 

1909 

1,0  20 

1,938 

91 

18.0c 

1919 

106 

18.28 

1924 

2,253 

111 

J 

19.63 

'  \aO 

Chickens  Raised 


\\\ 


The  figures  on  chickens  raised  reported  in  1920  and  1925  show  evidence  of 
relative  decrease  from  numbers  in  19IO  similar  to  the  decrease  in  reported 
numbers  of  eggs  produced,  and  suggest  that  the  January  inquiry  is  so  far  away 
from  the  period  of  actual  production  and  disposal  of  the  birds  that  the  figures 
ore  too  conservative.  The  figures  arc  460,611, 000  in  1909 ;  for  1919  they  are 
473,201,000,  and  for  1924  they  show  545,848,000.  In  May  of  1-910,  with  the  flood 
ox  young  birds  coming  on  relatively  larger  figures  for  raised  were  probably  re¬ 
ported.  With  the  attention  given  in  recent  years  to  increased  production  of 
eggs  per  hen,  and  the  secondary  role  played  by  production  of  chickens  primarily 
for  sale,  it  is  to  be  expected  that  increase  in  number  of  chickens  raised  would 
be  less  rapid  than  increase  in  egg  production.  An  absolute  decrease  of  chickens 
raised  per  capita  from  1909  to  1919?  and  from  1919  to  1924  is  less  readily  accept 
ed.  The  Census  figures  for;  1910  an  d  1924  appear  low. 


Figure  A  shows  the  derived  figures  on  number  of  eggs  produced  as  reported 
by  the  Census  for  1879,  1889,  and  1899  and  as  interpolated  for  1909*  1919  a nd 
1924  from  increase  in  numbers  of  chickens  with  allowance  for  an  additional  ^fo 
annually  for  increase  in  rate  of  layings.  Chickens  raised  as  reported  by  the 
Census  for  1909*  1919?  and  1924  are  also  shown. 
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Figure  5  shows  the  indicated  numbers  of  chickens  on  hand  January  1  and  the 
eggs  and  chickens  produced  in  the  Census  years,  as  shov/n  on  figure  4,  reduced  to 
a  per  capita  basis. 

Further  discussion  of  the  probable  actual  numbers  of  chickens  on  hand  and 
production  of  chickens  and  eggs  is  contained  in  separate  sections  of  this  report 
on  production  and  consumption  of  poultry,  production  and  consumption  of  eggs, 
and  value  of  chickens . 

-  18  - 


PRODUCTION  AND  CONSUMPTION  OP  POULTRY  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 


Earners  eat  more  than  twice  as  much  chicken  as  townsmen  hut  it  is  impossible 
from  the  available  imperfect  and  scanty  data  to  fix  with  preciseness  the  absolute 
amounts  eaten  by  either. 

The  Census  returns  for  chickens  raised  minus  chickens  sold  in  1919  shows 
an  average  of  about  57  "chickens"  retained  on  the  farm  in  19.9  and  the  similar 
returns  for  1909  show  about  60  head  of  "poultry"  retained.  From  these  figures 
allowance  must  be  made  for  increase  or  decrease  in  flocks  during  the  year  and  for 
mortality  of  mature  birds.  No  formal  estimates  are  available  to  show  change  of 
numbers ,  but  both  1909  and  1919  were  years  when  the  balance  between  prices  of 
poultry  products  and  of  poultry  feeds  was  about  average  following  several  years 
of  price  trends  unfavorable  to  producers,  and  were  probably  characterized  by 
moderate  recoveries  in  numbers  of  birds.  The  annual  mortality  of  mature  chickens 
based  on  numbers  on  farms  January  1  appears  to  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  10  per 
cent  to  12  per  cent,  while  the  mortality  of  young  chicks  is  from  20  per  cent  to 
50  per  cent,  according  to  the  available  evidence,  including  judgment  reports  from 
crop  correspondents.  Assuming  that  "chickens  raised"  as  reported  by  farmers  to 
the  enumerators  did  not  include  chicks  that  had  died,  the  Census  indication  for 
1919  of  about  57  chickens  remaining  on  the  farm  with  allowance  fora  small  pro¬ 
bable  increase  in  numbers  (set  at  4  per  cent)  and  for  12  per  cent  mortality  of 
birds  on  hand  at  the  first  of  the  year,  would  point  to  about  48  chickens  eaten 
on  the  farm.  The  similar  study  for  1909  indicates  about  50  head  of  "poultry" 
consumed  per  farm  that  year.  Assuming  a  small  increase  over  1919  in  the  rate 
of  consumption  for  1924,  which  appears  reasonable  in  view  of  the  sharp  reduction 
in  numbers  of  chickens  in  1924,  and  allowing  for  the  smaller  number  of  persons 
per  farm,  we  secure  indication  of  about  46  chickens  consumed  per  farm  that  year. 

Table  IV 

Consumption  of  Chickens  on  Farms  in  the  United  States  indicated  by  analysis  of 

Census  reports.  (Numbers  in  Millions.) 


Supply 

1909  1/ 

1919 

1924 

On  hand  at  beginning  of  year  2,/ 

338 

346 

450 

Raised  during  year  3./ 

488 

473 

545 

Total 

826 

819 

'  995 

Disposal 

- 

Sold 

153  3/ 

141  3/ 

282  4/ 

Mortality  of  nature  birds  (@  12 jo) 

41 

42 

54 

On  hand  at  end  of  year 

352 

360 

409 

Total 

546 

543 

745 

Supply  less  disposal. 

Difference:  used  on  farm 

280 

■_  j  276 

)  250 

Population  on  chicken  farms 

28 

29 

25 

Number  of  farms  reporting  chickens 

.5.6 

5.8 

5.5 

Indicated  farm  consumption 

Birds  per  person  5 / 

10.0 

9.5 

10.0 

Birds  per  farm  5 / 

50.0 

47.6 

45.5 

l/"  "Poultry",  2/  Census  on  hand  at  close  of  year,  adjusted  to  beginning  of 
year  by  allowance  for  estimated  change  in  nunbers ,  3/Census,  4/Estimated, 

5 J_  Units,  not  millions. 
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Responses  to  a  quarterly  inquiry  ly  the  'Uni ted  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  30,000  crop,  repor  tors  in  1922-3  and  in  1928  ashing  the  number  of 
chickens  and  all  other  fouls  consumed  during  the  month  showed  about  58  head  of 
chickens  eaten  per  year  on  such  farms. 

Discounting  these  figures  for  lack  of  representativeness  in  the  South, 
where  consumption  by  crop  reporters  is  unquestionably  considerably  higher  than 
on  the  average  Census  farm,  they  indicate  a  consumption  of  about  47  chickens 
■per  farm.  An  analysis  of  the  results  of  these  quarterly  inquiries  appears  in 
a  following  section. 

Comparison  of  the  results  of  the  Department’s  quarterly  inquiry,  ruth  the 
Census  indications  of  number  retained  on  forms  reduced  for  estimated  mortality, 
are  as  follows,  by  geographic  grand  divisions: 

Table  ‘.7.  Number  of  chickens  used  on  farm. 


Geographic 

Divi sion 

:  1819  Census 

:  U .  S  •  D  •  A . 

correspondents 

’’Consumed” 

Reta ined 

Consumed  1/ 

Per  farm 

Per  farm 

Per  fan 

1 

1922-23 

1928 

North  Atlantic 

States 

37 

33 

30 

33 

South  Atlantic 

States 

44 

39 

51 

54 

North  Centra  1 

States 

83 

55 

49 

47 

South  Central 

States 

44- 

39 

48 

51 

Western  States 

99 

48 

42 

44 

United  States 

57 

48 

46.8 

48 

1/Retained^  minus  12$  for  annual  loss  of  chickens. 


Surveys  of  the  Division  of  Farm  Iknagemnit  (U.  S.  Department  Bulletin 
No.  1338)  covering  a  period  of  several  ye^rs  and  several  thousand  families  in 
30  localities  in  various  states  show  considerably  less,  only  about  33  birds 
per  family,  but  most  of  those  are  estimates  of  the  housewife  covering  an  entire 
year  and  hence,  subject  to  serious  memory  bias,  and  examination  of  some  of  the 
material  which  is  supposedly  based  upon  current  daily  records  suggests  that  the 
reports  for  consumption  of  poultry  arc  not  always  complete.  In  any  event,  the 
data  are  too  scanty  and  scattering  to  draw  general  conclusions . 
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For  city  consumption,  aside  from  (l)  the  soles  of  poultry  reported  to  the 
Census  enumerators,  me  hove  only  three  lines  of  evidence  at  all  comprehensive  and 
none  of  these  very  conclusive,  viz:  (2)  some  surveys  made  in  1917  an^  19 i8  hy  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  concerning  the  food  consumption  of  families  of  mo r lemon  in  different 
cities;  (3)  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  reports  since  1920  on  car  lot  freight 
tonnage  of  poultry  originating  on  Class  1  lines  in  the  U.  S.;  (4)  data  compiled 
from  reports  of  agents  of  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economies  covering  market  re¬ 
ceipts  and  cold  storage  holdings  of  poultry  at  certain  principal  cities. 

If  the  reported  Census  sales  in  1919  of  141  million  birds  be  divided  by  the 
urban  population  of  approximately  54  million,  there  results  an  indicated  figure 
of  2.6  birds  per  person  equivalent  to  about  9*4  pounds  on  the  basis  of  a  3*^  pomnd 
bird,  which  appears  to  be  about  the  average  weight  of  birds  marketed.  This  dis¬ 
regards  on  the  one  side  the  23  million  persons  in  villages  and  on  farms  not  re¬ 
porting  chickens,  and  on  the  other  the  production  of  chickens  off  farms.  If 
increased  by  24  million  for  production  off  census  farms  and  divided  by  the  entire 
population  of  77  million  off  Census  chicken  farms,  the  average  would  be  7*7  pounds 
per  person. 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  in  its  surveys  in  1917~d8  or  8 , 544/^° rkmen ’ s  families 
including  44915^  persons,  in  92  cities  of  42  states,  obtained  an  average  reported 
yearly  consumption  of  26.5  pounds  of  poultry  per  family,  or  5*14  pounds  per  person 
on  the  basis  of  the  average  working  family'  of  persons. 


Yearly  Consumption  of  poultry  per  person  by  workmen's  families 

Geographic  Pounds 

Division 


Earth  Atlantic  States 

5.60 

South  Atlantic  States 

b.41 

North  Central  States 

5-!9 

South  Central  States 

5.06 

Western  States 

5.08 

United  States 

5.14 

The  survey  was  rather  selective,  being  limited  to  families  of  workmen  or 
laborers. 

These  surveys  were  made  during  the  war  period  when  meatless  days  wore  in 
order  and  at  a  time  when  poultry  production  on  farms  was  at  a  rather  low  ebb  owing 
to  the  unfavorable  relation  between  the  cost  of  the  poultry  ration  and  the  value 
of  poultry  products.  Both  the  surveys  and  the  Census  would  be  subject  to  material 
omission  as  the  figures  represent  an  effort  by  the  farmer  and  the  householder  to 
recall  details  for  an  entire  year,  covering  in  the  one  case  number  of  poultry 
raised  and  sold,  and  in  the  other,  pounds  of  poultry  consumed. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  has  published  since  1920  figures  on 
freight  tonnage  originating  on  the  railways  of  the  U.  S.  The  figures  furnished 
cover  shipments  in  solid  carloads,  and  include  both  live  and  dressed  birds. 
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The  statistics  are  as  follows: 


Table  VI. Animal  car-lot  sh ipment s  of  poultry. 


The  total  shipments,  i.e.,  revenue  cars  originating  on  carriers'  lines  and 
those  received  from  connecting  lines,  run  3  to  4  times  the  above. 

Ho  means  exists  for  determining  the  proportion  of  poultry  sold  that  moves 
in  carload  lots  en  route  to  the  consumer.  The  carlot  movement  of  poultry  in  1919 
is  not  known,  but  shipments  of  poultry,  eggs,  butter  and  cheese  were  7 .5^  loss, 
and  receipts  of  poultry  at  the  4  cities  in  that  year  were  about  10fo  lc-ss  than  in 
1920. 

Considering  the  heavy  marketings  by  express,  water,  wagon,  and  truck  even 
to  the  large  cities  and  the  prevailing  custom  of  marketing  poultry  by  wagon  and 
track  to  towns  and  villages,  it  seems  probable  that  the  marketings  in  solid  car¬ 
loads  might  not  be  much  greater  than  half  the  grand  total  of  sales. 

The  indicated  receipts  for  consumption  (freight  and  express)  at  Hew  York, 
Boston,  Philadelphia ,  cn:d  Chicago,  having  about  1/5  of  tho  consuming  population  off 
farms  os  will  be  shown  below,  wore  in  1519  about  2/3  the  U.  S.  car  lot  shipments 
shown  above  for  1920. 

The  market  receipts  of  193  million  pounds  of  dressed  poultry  in  Boston, 

Hew  York,  Philadelphia,  and  Chicago  during  the  year  1919  with  allowance  for  a  15 
million  pound  decrease  in  carryover,  and  deduction  of  15$  for  duplicate  shipments, 
divided  by  the  population  of  slightly  over  15  million  in  these  cities,  suggests  a 
consumption  in  that  year  of  about  12  pounds  per  capita.  If  allowance  is  made 
additional  for  receipts  of  lb®  million  pounds  of  live  poultry  (receipts  in  Hew  York 
were  147  million)  tho  total  indicated  consumption  of  poultry  in  these  cities  would 
be  increased  to  about  22 .7  pounds  per  capita.  Similar  figures  for  1924  indicate 
about  30 pounds.  Live  receipts  are  probably  greater  than  allowed. 


22  - 


Table  VTI .Cor, surip t i c n  of  poultry  in  Hoy;  York,  Boston, 

Pii i la de  1  nil i a,  and  Chicago. 

( in  millions'  of  pound  sT 


* 

f— * 

v.O  1 

(— 1 

V.O 

1924 

Dressed  poultry  receipts 

193 

357 

Changes  in  carryover 

+  13 

-  28 

208 

329 

Less  estimated  duplications  and 

roships 

29 

36 

Total 

179 

293 

Plus  receipts  of  live  poultry 

l09 

253 

■  ■ 

'348 

548 

Population  of  4  cities  ( 1924  =  llGf. 

17.8 

of  1919) 

15.3 

Indicated  consumption  per  person 

22*7  lbs. 

30.8  lbs. 

The  elements  of  duplication  are  mainly  in  ro shipments  from  Chicago  to  tho 
other  three  citios  and  in  a  less  important  outbound  movement  from  cold  storage. 

No  definite  figures  were  found  covering  reshipments  from  Chicago.  A  study  of  * 
relative  shipments  received  at  Chicago  during  the. past  ton  years  from  Illinois 
and  other  principal  shipping  states,  compared  with  receipts  from  the  same  states 
at  Boston,  New  York  and  Philadelphia  indicates  that  reshipments  from  Chicago  to 
the  other  three  cities  previous  to  the  last  few  years  may  have  amounted  to  as 
much  as  half  of  the  Chicago  receipts,  though  this  may  bo  excessive.  The  de¬ 
crease  in  reshipments  from  Chicago  has  been  very  rapid  in  tho  last  few  years  so 
that  they  probably  represented  loss  than  one-fourth  of  the  shipments  from 
Illinois  in  1927*  The  Chicago  out shipmon ts  would  have  been  equivalent  to 
possibly  10$  or  12$  of  tho  receipts  of  the  4  cities  in  1919  -"bout  5$  or  loss 
in  1927.  No  data  .-'ro  available  on  stcclcs  of  cold-storage  poultry  rc shipped  out 
of  tho  4  cities.  As  these  four  citios  contained  in  1920  about  one-third  (30$) 
of  tho  total  urban  population  -and  held  about  bO  to  7^7^  °T  the  total  United  States 
holdings  of  frozen  poultry  some  re shipment  seems  likely.  The  principal  holdings, 
however,  were  in  Chicago, anc!  New  York.  Chicago  reshipments  to  the  other  three 
cities  have  already  boon  taken  care  of  and  New  York  is  preeminently  a  consuming 
and  not  a  distributing  poultry  center.  It  is  probably  safe  to  assume  that 
of  the  total  cold-storage  holdings  will  bo  consumed  in  the  4  citios.  This  would 
leave  about  one-fifth  of  the  refrigerated  holdings  to  move  out  of  the  4  citios. 

The  net  reduction  of  cold  storage  holdings  in  the  A  cities  from  the  maximum  in 
February  to  tho  minimum  in  the  fall  is  from  AO  to  50  million  pounds.  Studying 
the  storage  figures  gives  a  possible  maximum  of  say  10  million  pounds  for  re- 
shipment,  which  will  be  equivalent  to  about  5$  of  tho  total  receipts  in  1919  an^ 
about  3$  in  1924*  Direct  re  shipment,  except  from  Chicago,  seems  likely  to  be 
relatively  small. 

Comprehensive  data  on  receipts  being  largely  limited  to  the  4  cities,  and 
New  York  standing  so  much  in  a  class  by  itself,  it  is  desirable  to  separate  the 
receipts  of  that  City  from  tho  other  three  in  order  that  we  may  obtain  from  the 
latter  an  indication  of  consumption  that  can  be  accepted. as  more  representative 
of  the  urban  population  of  tho  United  States  at  largo. 
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From  t.he  following  table  it  vrf.ll  bo  soon  that  por  capita  consumption  of 
poultry  in  that  metropolis  is  almost  double  that  in  the  other  throe  cities. 

Table  Vila. Consumption  of  poultry  in  New  York  and  in  the 

group  of  three  cities;  Boston,  Philadelphia,  and 
Chicago,  l^l^  -nd  1924,  in  millions  of  -pounds. 


Item 

:  How  York'  : 

Three  cities 

rjVj  . 

19247 

1 919 

Receipts  •  ©  ©0*000© 
Carryover  difference  0  ©  © 

.  0  91 

■  •  +-  6 

179 
-  14 

102 

t  8 

177 

-34 

Less  dupl ic a, lions . 

97 

*  -  5 

169 

-  9 

110 

-  24 

163 
~  27 

Plus  receipts  of  live  .  .  » 

92 

•  135 

156 

198* 

86 

34 

13d 

57 

Increase  indicated  in 

227 

354 

120 

193 

receipts  .  .  .  „  „  .  .  . 
Population,  in  millions  .  . 

•  7*9 

•9-2 

7*4 

Indicated  per  person  (Lbs.) 
Increase  indicated  in 

28.7 

38.5 

16.2 

22.4 

consumption  ...... 

« 

34/° 

33^ , 

^Estimated 


Combining  the  indications  of  the  preceding  tables  and  assigning  to  the  re¬ 
maining  urban  and  va.il logo  population,  and  to  the  farm  population  that  has  no 
chickens,  an  average  annual  consumption  of  1 9  pounds  in  1919  and  19  in  19 24,  slight¬ 
ly  less  then  that .  shown,  for  the  three  cities,  we  obtain  an  indicated  consumption 
per  capita  for  the  entire  population  not  on  chickon  farms. 


Table  VIII.  Indicated  consumption  of  poultry  off  chicken 
farms,  in  pounds. 

(Based  Upon  shipment  receipts  at  4  cities) 


1913 

1— 1 

•so 

ro 

Item 

Pop- 

Consumed 

Pop- 

:  Consumed 

ula- 
:  tier. 

Per 

person 

Total 

illa¬ 

tion 

:  Per 
:  person 

:Total 

Mil- 

Million 

Mil- 

Million 

lions 

Pounds 

pounds 

lions 

Pounds 

pounds 

Nov/  York 

Three  cities  (Bostci 

7*9 

29 

229 

9.2 

38.5 

355 

Phi la.  and  Chicago 

7.4 

l6 

ll8 

8.6 

22.4 

193 

Other  urban 

39 

15 

585  ' 

‘  45-3 

19 

862 

Village 

20 

15 

300 

97  0 

19 

440 

Non-chicken  farms 

3 

15 

45 

3*1 

19 

59 

Total 

77*3 

16.5 

1,277 

89.4 

21.3 

1,909 

Increase  in  total  consumption.  39^ 
Increase  in  per  capita  consumption  28$ 
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Accepting  that  the  poultry  consumption  of  the  four  cities  with,  very  large 
Jewish  and  European  populations  is  moterially  greater  per  person  particularly  in 
New  York,  than  with  the  remaining  urban  population  and  fixing  consumption  by  the 
latter  at  a  tentative  figure  of  15  pounds  in  1919*  v;e  have  an  indicated  average 
cf  lb *5  pounds  for  the  entire  non-farming  population  of  approximately  77  million 
people,  making  a  total  requirement  of  1,277  million  pounds.  If  wo  should  accept 
for  the  whole  urban  population  an  average  of  15  pounds  per  person  or  a  total  of 
1,135  million  pounds,  this  would  require  on  the  basis  of  3.6  pounds  per  bird  a 
total  of  315  million  birds,  more  than  double  the  number  reported  as  sold  from  the 
farms  by  the  Census  of  1919. 


There  has  become  available  through  the  reports  of  poultry  producers  furnish¬ 
ed  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  1927  end  1923  additional  evidence  bearing 
upon  the  degree  of  incompleteness  in  the  estimates  of  producers  given  to  the  Census 
enumerators  concerning  the  number  of  chickens  raised  on  the  farm  and  sold.  Re¬ 
ports  are  received  on  the  first  of  each  month  from  April  to  July  showing  the  number 
of  hens  and  pullets  in  the  farm  flock  and  the  number  of  chicks  and  young  chickens 
of  the  current  year’s  hatch.  The  number  of  young  birds  in  1927  at  the  point  of 
maximum  numbers  in  July,  was  approximately  165/4  or  allowing  for  young  birds 
already  sold  and  eaten,  probably  about  100 $,  compared  with  the  number  of  hens  end 
pullets  on  January  1.  For  1928,  a  year  similar  to  1524,  with  4 $  decrease  in 
numbers,  the  relation  shown  was  probably  equivalent  to  166$,  and  for  1929  it 

was  165$,  equivalent  to  say,  185$.  Mortality  after  July  would  tend  to  be  offset 

by  late  summer  and  fall  hatchings.  The  number  of  chickens  reported  as  raised  in 

I924  by  the  Census  returns  is  133,4  of  the  number  of  chickens  on  hand  at  the  end  of 
1924*  As  there  was  a  reduction  of  about  7 $  in  the  total  number  cf  chickens  dur¬ 
ing  1924  this  percentage  raised  to  numbers  at  the  end  of  the  year  would  be  equiva¬ 
lent  of  124/o  raised,  compared  to  chickens  on  hand  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  and 
about  146$  compared  with  hens  and  pullets  on  January  1.  The  relations  of  180 $, 
iGo^  and  l8 5/0  as  shown  by  crop  reporters  is  23$,  10$,  and  27$  greater  than  the 
146  indicated  by  the  Census.  The  smaller  proportion  of  birds  reported  by  the 
Census  as  raised  in  1924  might  have  been  due  in  part  to  some  actual  reduction  in 
relative  number  of  chickens  raised  that  year,  but  as  cold  storage  stocks  in  the 
United  states  show  an  increase  during  1924  of  40  million  pounds  (equivalent  to  an 
increase’  of  12  million  birds)  it  is  evident  that  the  decrease  of  numbers  on  farms 
in  1924  was  due  in  part  at  least  to  relatively  heavy  marketings,  and  not  merely  to 
light  hatchings.  During  1928,  when  unfavorable  weather  as  well  as  low  prices  for 
poultry  products  the  previous  season  led  to  reduced  hatchings,  and  a  4  Per  cent 
reduction  in  numbers,  a  decrease  of  about  8  million  pounds,  is  shown  in  storage 
stocks,  (equivalent  to  a  decrease  of  over  2  million  birds).  Heavier  marketings 
in  1924  are  also  shewn  in  shipment  and  receipt  records.  This  check  on  the 
completeness  of  census  numbers  "raised"  affords  some  help  in  indicating  the  fact 
and  the  possible  extent  of  omission  in  the  Census  figures. 


Thus  far  in  this  study  reference  to  other  poultry  than  chicken  has  been 
avoided,  but  it  must  now  be  considered,  as  it  forms  an  element  in  the  total  supply 
of  poultry  out  of  proportion  to  its  small  fraction  of  about  3$  of  total  numbers 
on  January  1.  Turkeys,  particularly,  though  less  than  1$  in  number,  average 
probably  3  times  as  heavy  per  bird  as  chicken  when  marketed.  Also,  the  turkey 
hens  are  held  mainly  for  production  of  eggs  for  hatching,  and  the  number  of  poults 
per  turkey  hen  in  the  spring  is  probably  two  or  three  times  as  great  as  the  number 
cf  chicks  ioer  hon.  Although  the  mortality  of  young  turkeys  has  been  very  high, 
and  the  methods  to  overcome  this  loss  developed  in  recent  years,  have  not  yet  been 
widely  adopted  in  the  general  farming  areas,  It  would  probably  be  safe  to  assume 
that  the  turkeys  raised  arc  at  least  twice  as  great  in  proportion  to  numbers  on 
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hand  January  1,  as  is  true  of  chickens.  If  then,  v;g  as  sumo  that  turkeys,  - 

which  in  the  Census  of  1920,  represented  0.9$  of  the  poultry,  have  twice  the  in¬ 
crease  and  three  tines  the  vroigi.it  of  chickens,  vro  have  an  indication  of  5*4/^  the 
total  supply  of  poultry  moat.  The  proportion  of  turkeys  now  is  probably  materially 
greater# 


Likewise,  geese  weigh  heavily.  If  we  accept  that  their  .7$  of  all  poultry 
numbers  on  January  1  increased  in  the  same  wro portion  as  chickens,  this  would 


account  for  say  .7$  x  2.5  tines  the  ’weight,  -  I.75 j.  Pucks,  etc.  would  add 

additional.  Altogether  vro  might  have  8$  to  10$  by  weight  contributed  to  the 
total  supply  of  poultry  by  poultry  other  than  chicken. 


Turkeys ,  geese,  and  ducks  combined  have  represented  about  4 ■$  °f  the  total 
cerlot  receipts  of  live  poultry  in  the  Hew  York  market  during  recent  years.  The 
proportion  of  dressed  poultry  made  up  of  these  classes  is  estimated  to  be  about 
8  per  cent.  The  proportion  in  other  cities  is  thought  to  be  higher  but  no  data 
on  the  subject  have  been  found.  A  contribution  of  10$  to  the  total  supply  is 
being  used  in  our  calculations. 


Allowing  10$  increase  over  the  reported  Census  sales  of  chicken  for  poultry 
other  than  chickens,  and  allowing  also  for  a  production  of  poultry  by  flocks  not 
included  in  the  Census  enumerations,  that,  is,  by  town  and  village  flocks,  equal 
to  5^  the  Census  farm  production,  the  following  indications  of  supply  are 
obtained  as  a  basis  for  deciding  upon  needed  increase  in  Census  figures  of  poultry 
raised  to  make  up  the  incompleteness  of  farmers’  estimates: 

Table  IX.  Supply  of  poultry  available  for  consumption  per  person, 
from  numbers  reported  by  U.  S.  Census ?  together  with  the 
indicated  supply  after  allowances  of  certain  increases 
in  the  supply.  (Chickens  in  191S  and  1924) 

(Birds  and  pounds  in  millions,  except  pounds  per  person) 


(Table  IX 


Item 

: 1903  l/ 

1313 

1324 

1324-  ’ 

• 

/ 1313 

Chickens  raised  .  . (U.S.  Census) 
Retained  .....  ”  ”  ” 

r 

CO 

GO 

wt 

473 

545 

(Computed)  .......... 

335 

332 

2o7 

Reported  sold  .  .  "  ”  ’’  .  . 

153 

141 

282 

200$ 

Allowing  for  equivalent  of 

’’other"  poultry  sold,  10$ 
additional  2/.  .......  . 

14 

28 

Allowing  for  poultry  produced 

off  farms’,  7$  of  chickens 

raised  on  farms  ....... 

24 

24 

27 

Total  ......... 

177 

173 

337 

Plus  decrease  in  1913  -mid  less 

increase  in  1324  in  January  1 
cold  storage  holdings  .... 

b 

-  11 

Supply  for  population  not  on 

177 

185 

'v.o  1 

ft  ! 

.1 

chicken  fa rms 

Cont'd  on  Page  2T) 
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Table  IX 


Supply  of  poultry  available  for  consumption-continued. 


Item 

1909 

1919 

1924 

1924/1929 

/  Pounds  (on  basis  of  3*6  pounds 
f  birds  in  19--9  1924»  onc^ 

3*8  lbs.  in  1909 

Population  not  on  chicken  farms, 
in  millions 

Pounds  per  person  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 

Allowing  5$  increase  in  farm 
production  of  birds  ..... 
Gives  -  (birds 
(pounds 

1  Pounds  per  person 

1  Allowing  10$  increase  in  farm 
production  of  birds  .... 
Supply  Gives  -  (birds 

(pounds 

population  /  Pounds  per  xterson 

-  not.-  on  / 

chicken  \  Allowing  15$  incre'se  in  form 
farms  production  of  birds  .... 

Gives  -  (birds 
( pounds 

Pounds  per  person 

,  Allowing  20$  increase  in  farm 
production  of  birds  .... 
Gives  -  (birds 
(pounds 

Pounds  per  person 

672 

64 

IO.5 

666 

8  ll 

1,175 

89 

13.2 

153$ 

24 

201 

764 

12.0 

24 

209 

753 

9.8 

27 

353 

1,273 

14.3 

1465s 

49 

22b 

858 

13.4 

47 

232 

835 

10.8 

3§o 

1,370 

15.4 

14$$ 

73 

250 

950 

14.9 

71 

250 

922 

12.0 

82 

408 

M7° 

16.5 

158# 

98 

275 

1,045 

J.O  • 

35 

280 

1,008 

13.1 

109 

1,56$ 

17.6 

134$ 

FOR  COMPAPISOX 

\  Shipment  receipts  indicate  — 

\«  Pounds  per  person 

16.5 

21.2 

128$ 

- - -  - 

l/  Poultry.  2/  To  make  0  comparable  basis  with  shipment  receipts. 


The  indications  of  12.0  pounds  per  person  in  1919  and  l6.b  pounds  in  1925 
obtained  by  increasing  Census  figures  from  10$  to  15$,  representing  about  two- 
thirds  to  three-fourths  as  much  as  is  indicated  by  the  analysis  of  receipts  at  the 
4  cities,  would  appear  to  be  a  reasonable  basis  of  compromise  in  view  of  the  con¬ 
flicting  evidence. 

Consumption  of  poultry  in  1913  in  cities  was  evidently  relatively  low. 

This  deficiency  in  consumption  is  indie  ted  in  the  comparison  of  the  1913  figures 
with  those  of  1903*  Although  the  1903  figures  relate  to  "poultry"  the  numbers  of 
poultry  other  than  chickens  represents  only  a  few  per  cent  of‘  the  total,  say  3 J 
and  the  proportion  by  weight  (say)  10$,  and  would  still  leave  the  consumption  of 
poultry  in  that  year  stand  at  about  10. 5  pounds  per  person  compared  with  8*6 
pounds  in  1919*  Consumption  rapidly  increased  wi th  the  termination  of  war-time 
restrictions,  particularly  as  the  urban  population,  generally  speaking,  remained 
quite  prosperous  curing  most  of  the  post-war  period.  The  urban  papulation 
appears  to  have  increased  about  lo$  from  I92O  to  13259  whereas,  the  consumption  of 
poultry  per  person  apparently  increased  over  30$.  The  statistics  on  the  receipts 
of  dressed  poultry  at  the  principal  markets  show  an  increase  from  a  total  of 
19391139000  pounds  in  1S19  to  35^973° ,°°°  pounds  in  1924,  or  85$  more,  with  a 
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recession  to  336, 939, 000  pounds  in  1927  which,  is  still  75^0  above  1919*  As  the 
collection  of  re«ords  of  receipts  at  the  four  cities  was  not  put  on  a  permanent 
basis  until  192O"  it  is  possible  that  the  data  for  the  few  preceding  years  may 
not  have  been  quite  as  complete,  but  those  in  charge  of  the  work  consider  that 
the  omissions  for  1319  are  not  material. 

The  data  on  receipts  of  poultry  at  the  four  markets  are  shown  in  the 
Department's  Yearbook  for  1928,  pages  1001  to  1004,  2nd  stocks  of  frozen  poultry 
on  page  IOO5.  Prices  are  shown  in  adjoining  pages.  Stocks  of  frozen  poultry 
in  the  four  cities  021  January  1  for  the  years  1920  to  1929  were  as  follows: 


1920 

.  .  .  0  595192 

1925  .  .  . 

.  89, 

853 

1921 

.  .  0  .  56,421 

192b  .  .  . 

•  74* 

264 

1922 

.  ...  70,501  . 

1927  .  .  . 

•  92, 

723 

1923 

.  .  .  .  65,318 

1928  .  .  . 

•  71  9 

As  8 

1924 

.  .  .  .  62,058 

1929  .  .  . 

•  67, 

697 

He capitulation  of 

Evidence 

On  con 

.sumption  of  chic 

kens  (or  poultry) 

Table  X.  Consumption  on  farms. 


Indication 

Per  Person 

Birds 

:  Pounds 

U.  S.  Census, 

(On  farms  producing  chickens?) 

Chickens  raised  less-  those  sold,  less 
replacements  for  12$  mortality  of  old 

‘"l  ; 

*■ 

birds,  gives,  1919  (chickens) 

9.5 

34.2 

1309  (poultry) 

10.5 

38.O 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Crop  reporters 

Quarterly  inquiry  on  number  used  on  form 

during  preceding  month,  in  1922-3 

10.3 

37.1 

in  1928 

10.6 

38.2 

U.  S.  D.  A.  Div.  of  Form  Management, 

Bulletin  1338?  farm  families  in  3 0 

1 

• 

\ 

localities  in  21  states. 

(householders  guess  on  annual  consumption) 

6.6 

23.8 

Table  XI.  Consumption  off  farms. 


Indication 


U.  S.  Census,  1919 

Chickens  "sold"  (Farmers  guess)  If  allot¬ 
ted  to  strictly  urban  population  of  54, 
000,000  only 

If  increased  by  5 $  of  Census  production  for  pro¬ 
duction  missed  (off  farms  etc.)  and  allotted  to 
entire  population  of  77  million  not  on  chicken 
farms  in  1919  and  39  million  in  1924. 

Allowing  10$  additional  for  other  poultry 


Per  Person  for  year 


1919 


Pounds 


9.4 


7.7 

8.5 


1924 


Pounds 


15.1  (est.) 

11.3  (est.) 

12.4  (est . ) 


Bureau  of  labor  1917-3:  Inquiry  of  8,544  Work¬ 
men's  families  in  92  cities  in  42  states 
(householders1  guess  of  year's  consumption)  5.14 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
Carlot  freight  shipments  of  poultry  1920 
alone  if  allotted  to  entire  ■  ■■  „  ■  "  6.9 

population  not  on  chicken  farms 

Survey  in  1926  of  6  cities  in  Pennsylvania : 

Based  on  weekly  averages,  in  April  :  ", 

Applied  to  entire  season,  with  seasonal  trend 


8.5  if 

23. 6 
36.0 


Poultry  receipts;  Hew  York 
Boston,  Philadelphia,  Chicago  (less  duplication 
Above  4  cities  combined  . 

Accepting  for  remaining  urban 
Gives  for  entire  ur ban  population 


28.7 
]16.2 

22.7 
15. 
16.5 


38.5 

22.4 

30.8 

19. 

21.3 


Farm  Flock  Monthly  Inquiry. 

Proportion  of  chicks  and  young  chickens  on  hand  July  1  to  hens  and 
pullets  of  laying  age  on  hand  January  1,  1927,  1928,  and  1929  com¬ 
pared  with  1924  Census  "raised"  per  hen  and  pullet  is  greater  than 
shown  by  Census,  by  23$,  10$,  and  27$,  respectively. 


lyOmits  express,  truck,  etc. 
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'PRODUCTION  AND  CONSUMPTION  OP  EGGS  IN  THE'  U".  ’  S 

In  attempting  to  determine  production  of  eggs,  the  Census  reports  should 
have  first  consideration.  Census  numbers  of  eggs  laid  do  not  represent  an 
enumeration  of  actual  numbers,  but  are  mainly  estimates  based  upon  the  memory 
and  judgment  of  the  farm  (and  his  wife),  or  guesses  of  the  enumerator.  Presum¬ 
ably  the  enumerator  meets  some  farmers  who  keep  records,  but  these  would  be 
few.  The  Census  has  been  taken  at  varying  periods  of  the  year,  those  for  1879, 

1889,  and  1899  as  of  June  1  following  at  the  close  of  the  heavy  laying  season, 
that  for  1909  as  of  April.  15  following,  at :  the  peak  of  the  laying  season,  and 
those  for  1919  and  1924  as  of  January  1  following  a  period  when  layings  are 
smallest.  The  date  of  the  actual  enumeration  probably  averaged  some  time  after 
these  dates.  The  computed  average  of  layings ,  per  hen  (and  pullet  of  laying  age) 
on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  Census  year,  has  been  rather  uniform,  however,  for  the 
three  Census  periods,  namely,  66.6,  64.4,  and  66.1,  which  is  not  wholly  illogical 
inasmuch. as  the  conditions  tending  to  increases  or  decreases  in  layings  would 
also  tend  to  some  corresponding  increase  or  decrease  in  numbers  of  chickens. 

The  number  of  hens  on  hand  at  the  close  of  the  years  1909  and  1919  was  probably 
a  few  per  cent  more  than  at  the  beginning  of  those  years,  while  in  1925  the  number 
on  hand  at  the  close  of  the  year-  was  considerably  less  than  at  the  beginning.  If 
layings  had  been  at  the  normal  rate  in  1924  this  would  have  resulted  in  a  relatively 
large  laying,  per  hen  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year,  but  as  just  suggested, 
the  tendency  to  increase  or  decrease  runs  with  production  both  of  birds  and  eggs. 

The  1924  season  was  extremely  unfavorable  to  egg  layings  as  well  as  to  poultry 
production  and  the  low  rate  of  laying  harmonized  with  the  lower  number  of  hens 
on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year. 

The  annual  production  of  eggs  per  hen  is  commonly  believed  to  have  in¬ 
creased  considerably  since  1909,  owing  to  improvements  in  flocks  and  in  poultry 
management,  but  the  Census  returns  .quoted  show  less  per  hen  both  absolutely  and 
relatively  in  1919  and  1924,  than  in  1909.  This  is  probably  due  to  the 
difference  in  date  of  enumeration. 


Table  XII. 


Analysis  of  the  Census  Figures: 


Census  farm  production  of  chicken  eggs,  per  hen  and  pullet  of  laying  age. 


Item 

1909 

'April  15,  1910 
Census) 

1919 

’Jan.  1,  1920 
Census) 

1924 

'Jan.  1,  1925 

Census ) 

Census  production  of 

eggs  (Doz.) 

1,574,979,415 

1,654,044,932 

1,913,245,129 

Chickens  on  hand  date 

of  Census 

280,340,957 

359,537,125 

409,290,849 

Adjusted  to  Jan.  1 

1/  333,500,000 

Eggs  per  chicken  Jan.l, 

(Dozens) 

4.72 

4.59 

4.67 

Eggs 

56.6 

55.1 

56.0 

Eggs  per  hen  and  pullet 

of  laying  age,  Jan.  1 

66.6  £/ 

64.8  ;;s/ 

66.0  2.3/ 

^/Assuming  that  of  100  chickens  on  January  1,  85  are  hens  and  pullets  of 
laying  age  and  15" other",  of  which  77  hens  and  pullets  and  7"'other"  will  remain  in 
May;  or,  that  at  the  Census  date  there  would  remain  91  per  cent  of  the  hens,  45 
per  cent  of  the "other" and  84  per  cent  of  all  chickens  on  hand  January  1.  The 
estimated  change  in  numbers  of  hens  and  pullets  is  based  upon  the  Department's 
monthly  returns  of  farm  flocks.  Change  in  number  of  "others"  based  partly  on  New 
York  school  census  of  1917  showing  5  per  cent  of  roosters  in  flocks  on  April  21  • 
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) 

It  is  assumed  that  the  average  date  of  the  U.  S.  Census  enumeration  was  in  May. 

The  allowance  of  7  per  cent  for  "others"  in  Hay  may  he  too  high.  The  roosters 
would  decrease  somewhat  during  Hay  and  June  and  there  would  he  little  else  than 
these  remaining  under  "other". 

2/  Hens  and  pullets  of  laying  a-c-e  make  up  about  85  per  cent  of  all  chickens 
on  January  1  according  to  annual  livestock  distribution  schedules  for  1927  and  1923. 
"Other"  chickens  include  some  pullets  not  yet  of  laying  age  on  January  1.  The 
proportion  of  "other"  chickens,  exclusive  of  pullets,  is  probably  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  10  per  cent  leaving  the  potential  layers,  i.e.,  hens  and  all  pullets, 
equal  to  about  90  per  cent  of  all  chickens  on  hand  January  1.  The  proportion  of 
"other"  chickens  doubtless  varies  from  year  to  year. 

3/  If  an  allowance  is  made  for  increasing  yield  per  hen  since  1909,  of  5 
per  cent  by  1919  and  8  per  cent  by  1924,  the  average  per  hen^  and  pullets  of  laying 
age,  assuming  other  conditions  unchanged,  should  have  been  66.6  x  105  z  70  eggs 
in  1919  and  66.6  x  108  z  71.9  in  1924.  If  Census  numbers  of  hens  and  pullets 
were  adjusted  to  the  numbers  on  hand  at  the  beginning  of  the  year,  the  production 
wer  hen  would  have  been  about  62  in  1924,  and  probably  about  69  and  67  in  1909  and 
1919. 

Layings  per  hen  on  farms  of  Crop  Reporters. 

For  four  years  the  Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates  has  been 
securing  reports  on  the  first  of  each  month  from  its  regular  crop  reporters,  cover¬ 
ing  the  number  of  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age  on  hand  and  the  number  of  eggs 
laid  the  preceding  day.  From  these  reports  indications  of  production  have  been 
drawn  for  the  four  years  1925,  1926,  1927,  and  1928  showing  the  average  pro¬ 
duction  pern  hen  and  'pullet  on  hand  on  the  first  of  January  of  each  of  these  years 
to  have  been  on  these  farms  approximately  104,  112,  109,  and  104. 

The  reported  Census  production  per  hen  would  need  to  be  increased  by 
about  60  per  cent  to  reach  the  rate  per  hen  shown  by  these  monthly  returns  from 
crop  reporters. 

Crop  correspondents  are  recognized,. nr  being  better  than  average  farmers 
and  poultrynen  and  hens  on  their  farms  me y  be  expected  to  produce  more  eggs.  It 
does  not  appear  likely,  however,  that  the  total  annual  production  per  hen  as  be- 
tween  birds  in  flocks  on  well  managed  farms  and  in  those  on  ordinary  farms,  varies 
as  greatly  as  is  commonly  thought.  The  hens  in  better  managed  flocks  probably 
lay  considerably  more  eggs  during  the  season  of  high  prices.  Even  if  we  assume 
that  the  layings  per  hen  as  reported  by  crop  correspondents,  are  25^»  higher  than 
in  average  farm  flocks,  the  decreased  figure  of  about  84  thus  indicated  for  farm 
flocks  would  still  be  about  25^  higher  than  the  Census  figures. 
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Urban  receipts  and  consumption 

Some  light  on  probe bio  production  is  ov:  ilablo  from  figures  on  consumption. 
Date  are  available  showing  the  receipts  :?t  tiro  5  principal  cities  end  the  stocks  • 
in  cold  storage  in  the  United  States.  The  d -  to  are  analyzed  below. 

Table  XIII.  Indicated  consumption  of  domestic  eg  s  in  metropolitan 
areas  of  5  principal  cities. 

Derived  from  analysis  of  commercial  receipts,  stocks,  etc. 


I  t  e  m 

Receipts  for 

5  cities;  Bos ton, Dew  York, 

Philadelphia, 

Chicago,  San 

Franci see 

1Q19 

1920 

1924 

Reported  market  receipts  of 
eggs,  dozens 

Add,  cold-storage  ‘.ocroase 

440,500,000 

388,380,000 

462,180,000 

in  Jan.  1  carryover  in  5 
cities 

19,200,000 

14,520,000 

To  tel 

440 , 580 , 000 

407,580,000 

476,700,000 

Less  cold  storage  increase 
in  Jan.  1  carryover 

Less  duplication  owing  to 

13,-550,000 

reshipmonts  out  of  Chicago 

60  ,'000 ,000 

.. 

(Set . ) 

40,000,000 

50,000,000 

Less  Foreign  Exports  from  P. 

y.  8,000,000 

3,700,000 

5,000,000 

Total  Deductions 

81,350,000 

43,700,000 

un 

V..TI 

0 

0 

0 

*« 

0 

0 

0 

Leaving  for  consumption, 

(Doz . ) 

Leaving  for  consumption. 

353,230,000 

363,830,000 

421,700,000 

(Eggs) 

4,310,760,000 

4,366,560,000 

5,060,400,000 

Population  (l/l/20) 

16,160,000 

lb,l60,000 

18,750,000  1/ 

Per  person  annually  (Eggs) 

267 

270 

27O 

Per  person  daily  (Eggs) 

.731 

•74 

•74 

l/  Estimated. 
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Elements  of  possible  duplication  might  reduce  the  preceding,  but  the 
unrecorded  receipts  by  true  It  in  1919,  while  not  as  large  as  now,  would 
be  an  offset.  Although  the  truck  recei'pts  are  obtained  and  included 
where  possible  they  are  admittedly  very  incomplete.  Records  of 
commercial  true  It  receipts  have  been  collected  at  Philadelphia  since 
1927,  and  such  records  are  now  being  compiled  in  other  cities.  In¬ 
creasing  receipts  by  truck  may  account  for  a  per  diem  consumption  above 
that  indicated  by  receipts  shown  -above. 

Table  XIV.  Indicated  consumption  of  eggs  in  1919,  by  population  not  on 
farms  reporting  chicitens;:on  the  basis  of  .736  eggs  daily 
per  person.  .736  =  average  of  indicated  consumption  in 
1919  and  1920,  as  shown  by  table  XIII. 


Area  or  group 


Metropolitan  areas 
9  principal  cities 
2/1  cities  over  200,000 

29  cities  over  200, 000 
(Cumulative ) 

39  cities  100,000  to  200,000 

'68  cities  over  100,000 
(Cumulative) 

Towns  2,500  to  100,000 

Total  urban  population 

Rural  population 

In  villages  of  less  than  2,500 

On  farms  not  reporting  chickens 

Total  rural  not  on  farms 
reporting  chickens 


Population 


16,160,304 

13,078,278 

29,238,582 

7,648,379 

36,886 , 961 
16,534,489 

55;  421, 450 


20,047,000 

2,995,000 

23,042,000 


Eggs  Consumed 


4,345,000,000 

3,525,000,000 

7,870,000,000 

2, ObO , 000 , 000 

9,330,000,000 

4,445,000,000 

14,375,000,000 


5,393,000,000 

807,000,000 

6,200,000,000 


Total  population  not  on 
farms  reporting  chickens 
In  1919 
In  1924 


76,463,450 

89,000,000 


20,575,000,000 

23,909,000,000 


Total  population  on  basis  of 
a.  lower  assumed  consumption 
of  .70  eggs  daily  per  person 
1919 

1924 


19,595,000,000 

22,740,000,000 


Indications  of  Consumption  from  Tonnage  Movement. 

Shipments  of  solid  carlots  of  eggs  originating  on  Class  1  Hallways  in 
the  United  States  as  reported  "by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  since  1920 
have  "been  as  follows: 


(Expressed  in  total  number  of  oggs  at  4°  cases  of  30 
dozen  each  per  ton) 


1920 

7,718,000,000 

1925 

1921 

7,940,000,000 

1926 

1922 

1923 

8,140,000,000 

8,640,000,000 

1927 

1928 

1924 

8,237,000,000 

or  1920, 

the  first  year  for 

which 

equal  to  about  64*4 i  c1'  the  total  eggs  moved  off 
Census  for  that  year. 


1  a  nns  m 


8,510,000,000 

5,274,000,000 

9,374,000,000 

9,138,000,000 


record  is  available,  are 
1919  ss  reported  by  the 


The  proportion  of  eggs  consumed  ofi  farms  that  are  shipped  in  solid  carlots 
from  point  of  original  consignment  is  unknovn.  A  large  proportion  of  the  eggs 
received  in  the  la  rAs  cities  is  so  moved,  but  for  smaller  cities  and  towns  the 
^proportion  is  very  much  less,  local  receipts  increasing  rapidly  to  practically 
100^  in  the  smaller  towns  and  villages.  Express  shipments , are  relatively  very 
large.  Sven  in  Iiew  York  City,  where:  freight  shipments  would  be  expected  to  reach 
a  maximum  proportion,  the  receipts  by  express  are  equal  ■  to  about  20fo  of  the  re¬ 
ceipts  by  freight.  At  most  markets,  probably  least  so  at  Hew  York,  the  receipts 
by  truck  are  an  increasingly  important  factor.  ''  Truck  receipts  recorded  in 
Philadelphia  in  1528  amounted  to  l8^  of  all  recorded  receipts  in  each  of  the  months 
of  April,  May,  and  June,  but  were  relatively  slight  during  the  winter.  A  large 
volume  of  truck  and  wagon  deliveries  direct  to  retail  stores,  hotels  and  residences 
would  not  get  into  the  record.  The  reported  fraction  for  the  entire  year  was  13/4 
but  GGfo  of  the  receipts  shown  from  Pennsylvania  and  De lav/are  and  3 3f°  those  from 

Maryland  were  by  truck.  In  1929  the  proportion  of  the  total  was  19/4  with 
Pennsylvania  72,  Delaware  85*  and  Maryland  58.  From  the  few  available  incomplete 
records  on  truck  and  express  receipts  it  appears  likely  that  even  in  the  five 
cities,  receipts  through  these  two  channels  may  equal  over  .  third  of  the  total 
receipts.  In  the  majority  of  other  cities  one  might  expect  the  percentage  to  run 
up  to  from  one-half  to  two-thirds  or  more.  In  the  towns  and  villages  with  more 
than  half  of'  the  population  not  on  chicken  farms,  the  bulk  of  all  the  oggs  would 
come  in  by  truck  or  wagon.  Judging  from  the  sketchy  evidence  available  the  re¬ 
ceipts  other  than  by  solid  carloads  at  this  time  would  probably  equal  or  exceed 
two-thirds  of  the  total  eggs  consumed  elsewhere  than  cn  chicken  farms.  If  carlot 
shipments  were  equal  to  as  much  as  36 J  of  the  total  sales  by  farmers  and  others  in 
1924,  then  the  consumption  of  eggs  off  chicken  farms  would  be  with  allowance  for 
reduction  in  cold  storage  stocks,  about  .73  per  day. 


The  United  States  Bureau  of  Labor  surveys  in  1922-23  (B.L.S.  Bui.  35?)  show 
consumption  per  person  of  150  eggs  per  annum,  equal  to  .39  per  day.  This  figure 
was  obtained  by  inquiry  of  housewives  for  the  quantity  used  in  the  household  dur¬ 
ing  the  year  and  are  subject  to  omission  from  faulty  memory.  Also,  being  taken 
during  the  period  of  war  economy  to  conserve  food,  minimum  indications  might  be 
expected.  The  inquiry  being  limited  to  wage  earners  with  modest  incomes  and  being 
selective  in  other  respects  affected  the  results.  The  indication  from  this  survey 
is  even  lower  than  the  Census  indication.  It  does  not  appear  to  afford  very  de¬ 
pendable  indications  in  arriving  at  conclusions  on  average  urban  consumption  since 
the  war. 
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Reviewing  the  evidence  on  consumption  of  eggs  off  farms  having  chicken , 

v:e  have  the  followincgshowinc; .  -  ■ 


1.  Census  reports  sold  (in  1919) 
or 

Plus  5^  production  off  forms 


1,010,813,258  doz. 
12, 129, 759»Og6  eggs 

992,427,000  11 


Would  amount  to 


13,122,186,096  u 


For  a  population  of  77  million 
Other  indica ti 0 ns  show : 


=  I70 
.466 


por  yea r 
per  day 


2.  Receiiars  at  5  cities  point  to 

•7  36 

per  day 

3*  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

car lot  movement  if  accepted 
as  36 fi  of  all  sales/  in  1924: 

•73 

per  day 

4.  Bureau  Labor  Survey,  (impossibly 

low) 

•39 

per  day 

Farm  Cons u  rot '  on  of  Egrs  . 


The  Census  indications  for  1905,  1919*  end  1924  arG  analyzed  in  the 
following  table: 


Table  XV.  Chicken  eggs  used  on  farms;  as  indicated  by  Census  reports. 


Item 

Census ,  1909 
(April  15,^1910) 

Census,  1919 
(Jan-  1,1920) 

Census,  1924 

(Jan.  1,1925) 

Number  produced (a  11  eggs)  = 
(chicken  oggs)- 
Reported  sold  " 

1,591,311,371  doz. 

1,574,373,416  " 
926,465,787  " 

1,654,044,932  doz. 
1,010,813,258  " 

1,913.245,129  do- 

Leaving  on  the  form  " 
Equal  to  " 

Estimated  hatching  eggs 
(from  chickens  reported 
"raised”  and  50(6  hatch) 

664,845,504  " 
7,378,147,008  Oggs 
921,222,402  " 

643,231,674  " 

7,713,780,088  eggs 

946,603,918  " 

1,091,696,070^ 

Left  for  use  as  food  cn 
fa  rm 

Parens  reporting  chickens 
With  a  farm  population  of 
Indicated  per  farm  con- 
sump  ti  on 

Size  of  farm  family 

Us  e&  daily  nor  wens  on 

1/  All  esses.  2/  amnimn  > 

7,036,924,606 

^3,570,425 

20,140,000 

1,265 1/ 

3.04 

r  0  a  1 

•  bo3 

era-  o  , 

6,772,176,170  " 

5,S37»3t-7 

20,620,000 

1,160  2/ 

Jt* 

5,505,617 

25,000,000 

4.54 
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There  is  evidence  that'  the  farm  consumption  is  consider,  bly  greater  than 
would  be  cared  for  by  the  eggs  available  for  farm  consumption  as  reported  by  the 
Census. 

Four  quarterly  inquiries  on  farm  consumption  by  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  of  30,000  crop  reporters  in  1322-23  and  in  1328,  asking  each 
time  for  number  of  eggs  consumed  during  the  preceding  week,  gave  figures  in¬ 
dicating  for  the  United  States  an  average'  consumption  of  about  .85  eggs  daily  per 
person  in  1322-23  and  1.00  per  person  in  1328 .  These  quarterly  inquiries  are 
discussed  in  detail  in  a  later  section. 

A  daily  record  of  eggs  consumed  by  farm  families  in  30  farming  communities 
during  a  period  of  5  years,  assembled  by  the  Division  of  Farm  Management  and 
published  in  Department  Bulletin  1338,  gave  an  average  of  1,416  eggs  per  family, 
or  approximately  *33  eggs  daily  per  person  for  all  records.  This  series  of  sur¬ 
veys  was  limited  to  one  or  two  counties  in  from  8  to  12  states  annually  during  the 
year  1318  to  1322  involving  21  states  in  all.  The  yearly  averages  ranged  iron 
about  1,036  per  family  in  1318  when  half  the  areas  were  in  the  east  and  south  to 
1,752  in  1322  when  most  of  the  areas  were  in  the  north  central  and  western  states. 

A  daily  farm  consumption  of  about  .80  eggs  per  .person  seems  a  reasonable 
compromise  from  these  lines  of  evidence,  if  we  should  disregard  the  Census. 

and 


the 


Assuming  an  average  daily  farm  consumption  of  eggs  per  person  of  0.80, 


a  consumption  elsewhere  of  0.70,,  we  secure  an  indicated  total  consumption  for 
entire  population  asset  forth  in  table  XVI.  .  .  ,,n,0 

Table  XVI.  Indicated  egg  consumption  m  United  States,  1313  ana 

1324  on  basis  of  consumption  per  person  of  .80  egg 


on  farms 


,70  egg  elsewhere, 


Farms  producing  eggs 

Persons  per  farm 

Population 

Consumption  @  .80 

Re  ma ini ng  po pu 1 a t i 0  n 
Consumption  ©  .70 

1313 

1924 

5 >837,367 
4.90 

28,620,000 

3,337,000,000 

77,031,000 

13,696,750,0# 

5,905,617 

4-54 

25,000,000 

7,300,000,000 

88,727,000 

22,700,000,000 

Total  population 

105*711,000 

113,727,000 

Consumption 

28,053.750,000 

30,000,000,000 

Indicated  consumption  per  p 

arson 

exclusive  of  eggs  for  hot 

a  hing : 

Yearly 

265 

274 

Daily 

.726 

•723 
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We  may  compare  the  figures  in  Table  XVI,  showing  per  capita  and  total 
production  for  the  entire  population  as  indicated  by  the  preceeding  analysis  of 
available  material  with  the  per  capita  and  total  drawn  from  the  Census  show:,  in 
Table  XVII  below: 

Table  XVII.  Indicated  egg  consumption  in  United  States, 

1*519  and  1524,  from  eggs  available  from  census 
reported  production. 


'  1919 

1924 

Production  of  eggs 

13,848,539,000 

22,958,542,000 

Add  (est.)  produced 

off  farms 

952,427,000 

1,147,947,000 

Total  ........ 

20,840,966,000 

24,106,883,000 

Less  hatching  eggs  (est.) 

946,604,000 

1,091,696,000 

IiGBVGS  •o*o#ooe* 

19,894,362,000 

23,015,193,000 

Providing  per  person  for 
population  of  .  .  . 

105,711,000 

113,727,000 

Yearly  .... 

189 

202 

Daily  .  .  .  . 

.  518 

•  554 

The  production  indicated  per  farm  in  table  XVII  provides  a  supply  very 
much  below  that  indicated  as  needed  by  the  analysis  of  city  receipts  and  farm 
consumption  based  on  the  other  evidence. 
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Tho  city  receipts  for  recent  years  do  not  reflect  the  increased  consumption 
by  the  urban  population  which  is  generally  believed  to  hove  occurred,  although 
such  an  increase  from  1919  to  1924  is  reflected  by  the  Census'  figures.  This  is 
probably  due  to  the  great  increase  in  the  proportion  of  receipts  by  truck,  which 
took  place  in  the  interval  and  still,  continues*  -  This  track  movement  has  been  only 
recently  included  in  receipts  and  this  only  at  a  few  points  and  imperfectly.  It 
was  not  included  at  all  in  the  receipts  for  1924* 

In  order  to  better  visualize  the-  amount  of  increase  needed  in  Census  numbers 
to  meet  consumptive  requirements,  table  XVIII  shows  the  Census  supply  remaining  for 
the  population  not  on  chicken  farms,  after  deducting  a  conservative  supply  for  use 
on  chicken  farms,  and  the  supply  that  would  result  from  varying  percentages  of  in¬ 
crease  to  the  reported  Census  productions 

Table  XVIII.  Eggs  available  for  population  not  on  chicken  farms 

after  deducting  eggs  for  farm  use. 


(Eased. on  production  reported  by  U.  S.  Census) 


Item. 

1319 

1924 

Tp  rytrrrr 

Eggs 

Total  Production  Reported  by  Census 

19,848,539,184 

22,958,940,000 

Plus  'jjo  for  non-farm  production 

992,426,959 

1,147,947,000 

Total  production 

20,840,966,143. 

24,106,887,000 

Loss  eggs  for  hatching  ( 544&2x2) 

1,088,000,000 

1,254,000,000 

Loaves 

13,752,966,143 

22,852,887,000 

Needed  for  population  on  chicken 
fa  mis 

©  .80  per  diem 

28,800,000  persons  in  1919 
25,000,000  "  "  1924 

8,351,200,000 

7,300,000,000 

Remaining- 

11,401,766,143 

15,552,887,000 

Plus  or  minus  decrease  or  in- 

crease  in  cold  storage 

—  288,720,000 

4*315, 720,000 

C-iving  an  available  supply  of 
which,  divided  by  remaining 
population  not  on  chicken  farms 
of  77,000,000  in  1919  and 

11,113,046,143 

15,868,607,000 

89,000,000  in  1924 

• 

Gives  per  person,  yearly 

144 

178 

daily 

•394 

•494 

If  to  allow  for  under-estimates 'given  the  enumerators,  the  Census 
production  were  increased  in  varying  percentages  the  supply  for  the 


/  population  net  on  chicken  farms  would  be  increased  as  shown  in  the 

following  table: 
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Table  XIX.  Eggs  available  for  consumption  by  population  not  on  farms  reporting 
chickens  if  Census  production  is  increased  by  varying  percentages. 


Per  cent  of 

Resulting  Supply  of  Eggs 

Increase 

1919  '  ;  . 

1924 

On  •  Off 

Quantity 

Per  Person 

Quantity 

Per  Person 

Farms  ; Farms 

Yearly : Daily 

Yearly 

Daily 

Ojo  5  jo 

11,113,046,143 

144  : >  394 

15,868,607,000 

178 

.494 

15-/6  ;  5$ 

14,086,000.000 

183  : .50 

19-,  310, 000, 000 

217 

.59 

20$  :  5 i 

15,082,000,000 

196  : .54 

20,460,000,000 

230 

.63 

25$  :  5 $ 

16 ,075,000  J^OO 

209  : .57 

21,608,000,000 

243 

.67 

25$  :  10$ 

17,068,000^,000 

222  : . 61 

22,756,000,000 

256 

.70 

Recapitulation  of  evidence. 

Layings . 


Census  reports  show  layings  per  chicken,  adjusted  to 

layings  per  hen  and  pullet  of  laying  age,  Jan.  1  .  1909  5"  66.5 

1919  =  64.8 

1924  =  66.0 

Crop  reporters  show  layings  by  farm  flocks  per  hen 

and  pullet  of  laying  age  on  January  1  . 1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

Consumption  on  Farms: 

Census  production  less  sales  and  hatchings  leave  for  farm  consumption  per 
person  approximately  0.685  per  day  in  1909  and  0.648  per  day  in  1919. 

Quarterly  inquiry  of  crop  correspondents  in  1922-23  and  1928  asking  number  of 
eggs  consumed  during  past  week,  indicates  consumption  of  0.85  and  1.01  eggs 
per  person  daily.  Surveys  by  Farm  Management  and  Cost  Division  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  scattered  localities  indicate  0.77  per  day. 


r  104 
=  112 
=  109 
r  104 


Consumption  of  eggs  off  farms. 


The  Census  report  of  eggs  sold  in 
1919,  plus  5  per  cent  of  Census  production 
to  allow  for  eggs  produced  off  farms  would  provide. 
Or,  Census  eggs  produced  less  farm  use  at  0.8  leaves 
Bureau  of  Labor  Survey  shows  only  . 


0.465  per  person  per  day. 
0.394  per  person  per  day 
0.39  per  person  per  day. 


Penn.  State  Survey,  6  cities,  2,404  families 

(  April  and  December)  .  .' .  0.94  per  person  per  day. 

Receipts  in  five  cities,  Bofiton,  New  York, 

Philadelphia,  Chicago,  San  Erancisco,  indicate 

consumption  .  1919  of  0.731  per  person  per  day. 

1920  0.74  ner  person  per  day. 

1924  0.74  per  person  per  day. 


Carlot  tonnage  of  eggs  equalled  about  64$  of  eggs  reported  by  Census  as  !1soldM  in 
1919,  but  considering  receipts  by  truck,  express,  etc.,  carlot  movement  was  probably 
nearer  34$  of  the  total  movement,  indicating  that  the  Census  total  is  inadequate. 
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It  appears  obvious  that  the  number  of  eggs  reported  to  the  Census  enumerators 
are  insufficient  to  provide,  the  .supply  needed  for  food  on  farms,  for  hatching,  and 
for  the  population  not.  on  chicken  farms..  The  vo lame  of  production  off  farms  is 
very  uncertain,  hut  is  commonly  though  to  he  relatively,  small,  probably  less  than 
5  per  cent.  Considering  that  the  Census  definition  of  a  farm  would  include  prac¬ 
tically  all  commefical  poultry  flocks,  these 'figures  would  appear  to  be  high  enough, 
although  the  probability  that  a  great  many  commercial  flocks  not  on  farms  are 
overlooked'by  the  Census  enumerators : gives  some  support  to  the  views  of  those  who 
consider  that  production  off  farms  might  be  as  much:as  10  per  cent  as  great  as  that 
on  farms: 

The  body  of  available  statistics  on  commercial  movement  and  city  receipts, 
while  valuable  and  significant,  is  not  sufficiently ; comprehensive  and  accurate  to 
justify  accepting  the  indications  of  consumption  and  consequent  needed  production 
to  be  drawn  from  these  as  a  substitue  for  the  imperfect  Census  enumeration.  On 
the  other  hand  they  are  sufficiently  positive  to  justify  a  material  increase  over 
the  Census  figures.  The  extent  of  this  increase  must  depend  on  the  judgment  of 
the  estimator. 

If  an  average  consumption  of  0.80  eggs  per  person  per  da y  for  the  population 
on  chicken  farms  be  accepted  as  reasonable ,  the  increase  that  would  be  required 
over  the  production  on  farms  to  proved  a  stated  daily  supply  per  person  for  those 
not  on  chicken  farms  is  indicated  in  the  table  at  the' head  of  page  39. 


CONSUMPTION  OF  POULTRY  AND  EGOS  ON  UNITED  STATES  FARMS  PRODUCING 

CHICKENS 

as  indicated  "bv  the  results  of  quarterly  inquiries  of  about  30,000 
crop  reporters  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  in  1922  and 
1923,  and  in  1928. 


Two  series  of  quarterly  inquiries  concerning  farm  consumption  of  poultry  and 
dairy  products  have  been  addressed  to  the  list  of  crop  reporters  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  the  first  being  sent  out  on  July  10  and  October  10,  1922,  January 
10  and  May  14,  1923,  and  the  second  at  approximate  dates  of  March  10,  May  25, 

August  12,  and  October  19,  1928.  Both  of  these  inquiries  were  made  by  the 
Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates  in  cooperation  with  the  Dairy  and  Poultry 
Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics. 

The  figTires  presented  in  the  following  tables  have  been  drawn  from  a  pre¬ 
liminary  study  of  the  computations  of  the  quarterly  inquiries  in  1928  and  from  a 
review  of  the  original  material  covering  the  quarterly  inquiries  in  1922  and  1923. 
The  method  of  computing  used  in  handling  the  two  inquiries  might  show  averages 
from  the  1928  inquiry  1  to  3  per  cent  lower  than  the  other  due  to  the  fact  that, 
in  the  1928  inquiry,  the  quantities  reported  tised  were  divided  by  the  total 
number  answering  for  each. 

•  • 

^he  average  number  of  persons  reported  per  farm  was  practically  identical 
with  the  number  on  Census  farms,  but  it  is  known  that  crop  reporters,  most  of 
whom  are  farm  owners,  are  as  a  class  somewhat  more  prosperous  than  average  farmers 
and  might  consume  more  chickens  per  year  than  the  average  family.  In  the  South, 
the  figures  of  crop  reporters  would  certainly  run  too. .high,  to  be  applied  to  all 
Census  farms  which  include  a  large  proportion  of  tenants  classed  by  the  Census  as 
farm  operators,  but  not  represented  among  the  Department’s  crop  reporters.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  would  be  some  omissions  from  faulty  memory,  but  as  the  period 
to  be  remembered  is  only  one  or  two  months,  this  would  be  slight,  probably  not 
greater  than  5  per  cent  or  10  per  cent.  The  schedules  were  mailed  in  January,  May, 
July  and  October,  and  the  results  are,  of  course,  less  representative  than  if  ma.de 
monthly.  Part  of  the  reports  presumably  relate  to  the'  months  named  and  part  of 
them  to  the  preceding  months  of  December,  April,  June,  and  September.  In  spite 
of  these  and  other  possible  weaknesses,  the  results  should  indicate  reasonably 
well  the  relative  consumption  by  seasons  in  the  different  states,  except  for  small 
states  having  too  few  returns  to  give  stability  to  the  averages,  and  except  for 
the  South  as  compared  with  the  North  and  West. 
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Jii^sC!gaamtiio.n  of  Poi.il try 

The  1922-23  schedules  osked  for  "to.tal  number  ox  chickens  or  fowls  consumed 
in  your  household  during  the  pest  month”.  In  1928  the  schedules  asked,  ’’number 
of  chickens  of  all  kinds  consumed  in  your  household  curing  the  last  month”.  The 
lack  of  exact  conformity,  either  in  language  or  in  the  dates  of  sending  out  the 
two  series  of  inquiries,  makes  comparison  between  them  difficult.  The  first 
inquiry  would  presumably  include  not  only  chicken  but  all  other  poultry.  Those 
engaged  in  the  business  of  marketing  poultry  apply  the  word  "fowl”  to  mature  hens, 
but  to  practically  all  other  persons,  the  word  ’’fowl”  covers  all  kinds  of  poultry. 
The  ’’past  month”  and  ’’last  month”  ore  practically  synonymous  although  "past  month” 
probable  carries  more  of  a  suggestion  of  the  past  thirty  days,  and  the  "last  month 
the  last  previous  calendar  month.  In  case  such  a  distinction  were  observed  by 
any  considerable  proportion  of  the  reporters  the  period  reported  would  tend  to 
precede  the  date  of  the  inquiry  for  the  first  series  by  a  few  more  days  than  for 

the  last,  but  depending  somewhat  on  the  exact  date  of  the  inquiry. 

The  inclusion  of  "fowl”  in  the  first  inquiry  probably  does  not  seriously 
affect  tiro  comparability  for  the  inquiries  in  the  months  May  to  July,  when 
relatively  fc-w  turkeys,  ducks,  goose  and  other  types  of  poultry  than  chickens 
ere  eaten,  and  the  effect  in  October  (covering  consumption  in  September)  is 
probably  not  very  material.  But  during  the  holiday  season,  as  reflected  in  the 
January  report  for  1923,  their  inclusion  wo hid  tend  to  increase  the  total  number 
materially  for  that  period, possibly  much  as  10^.  The  effect  upon  the  year’s 

indicated  total  number  consumed  would  hardly  exceed  2^  or  3 j*  While  the  total 

number  of  other  poultry  than  chickens  is  shown  by  the  Census  to  be  only  about  3 1° 
of  the  number  of  chickens  on  January  1,  they  probably  make  up  at  least  of  the 
total  number  in  the  summer  ,'.nd  autumn,  and  c  larger  proportion  of  the  total  is 
marketed. 

The  difference  in  dates  of  the  winter  and  mid-summer  inquiries  makes  close 
comparisons  of  the  two  series  for  these  seasons  impossible.  The  returns  for  May 
and  October,  which  are  reasonably  comparable  as  to  date,  indicate  that  consumptioi 
in  1928  was  slightly  greater  than  in  1922-3*  In  the  South  the  difference  of  a  • 
w-eek  or  two  in  the  date  of  the  May  inquiry  accounts,  no  doubt,  for  part  of  the 
large  increase  shown  in  those  States,  as  the  number  of  young  birds  reaching  the 
fryer  stage  is  rapidly  increasing  during  early  May.  It  seems  unlikely  that  the 
small  difference  in  the  date  of  the  October  inquiry  would  affect  the  number  used. 
It  will  be  observed  that  evidence  cf  differences  in  consumption  shown  by  the  two 
October  inquiries  is  neither  marked  nor  uniform  in  the  different  states,  although 
some  increase  for  the  country  as  a  whole  is  indicated. 

Table  XX  shows  the  figures  as  reported  by  goographis  grand  divisions.  The 
figures  for  the  Southern  States  and  the  United  States  arc  adjusted  to  allow  for  tb 
smaller  consumption  on  average  Census  farms  than  on  the  farms  of  crop  reporters  in 
the  South.  The  U.  S.  averages  are  secured  by  weighting  the  consumption  figures 
by  the  Census  number  of  farms  reporting  chickens.  The  figures  as  reported  by 
statos  aro  shown  in  Table  XXI.  Adjustments  for  the  different  southern  States 
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expressed  in  percentages  of  the  reported  figures,  wore  made  os  follows:  West 
Virginia  9&»  Kentucky  90,  Maryland  86,  Delaware  and  Tennessee  85 »  Virginia, 
Oklahoma,  and  Florida  84,  North  Carolina  "Jo,  Texas  77»  Arkansas  7^»  Alabama'  72, 
Louisiana  70»  Georgia  69,  Mississippi  and  South  Carolina  64*  Adjustment  was  made 
on  the  basis  of  a  compromise  figure  between  a  discount  in  consumption  by  the  negro 
population  of  two  thirds,  and  by  the  tenant  population  of  one  half,  that  shown  by 
the  reporters. 

The  relative  price  of  chickens  in  October,  I92&  to  that  in  1922  is  about 
22.18  to  19.38  or  nearly  13^  greater.  Fat  the  increase  in  the  farm  prices  of 
beef  and  lamb  during  the  same  period  were  relatively  considerably  greater  than 
this  and  the  price  of  all  meat  animals  about  A  ofc  greater.  Data  are  too  meager 
to  judge  of  the  amount  of  influence  on  farm  consumption  of  prices  being  received 
for  chicken.  Figure  6  exhibits  the  trend  of  consumption  on  farms  in  1922-3  and 
1928,  according  to  the  quarterly  returns  of  crop  correspondents,  in  conjunction 
with  the  trend  of  the  index  prices  of  chicken  and  meat  animals  at  the  same  dates. 
The  relative  increase  in  price  of  chicken  was  much  less  than  that  of  moat  animals 
which  might  be  expected  to  encourage  greater  consumption  of  chicken.  An  increase 
in  1928  is  indicated  but  it  is  slight.  Comparable  data  for  0  term  of  years  are 
needed  to  determine  the  degree  of  relation  between  these  two  factors.  As  the 
difference  in  the  amount  of  chicken  consumed  in  1922-3  and  in  1928  was  evidently 
not  very  great  the  differences  in  the  dates  when  the  questions  were  asked  in  the 
two  series  assist  to  fix  with  greater  assurance  the  character  of  the  usual  curve 
of  seasonal  fa  nr.  consumption.  By  reading  tiio  indicated  consumption  at  the  mid¬ 
month  periods  as  shown  by  the  freehand  curves  drawn  through  the  plotted  quarterly 
reports  for  the  United  States  an  indication  of  average  consumption  of  about  47 
chickens  per  capita  is  obtained  for  1922-3  and  about  4*3  for  192o.  From  similar 
charts  for  the  different  geographic  divisions  as  shown  in  figure  7»  the  monthly 
figures  shown  in  Table  XXII  are  secured. 

Figure  8  shows  for  Illinois  the  consumption  curves  from  the  quarterly  in¬ 
quiries  of  1928  and  1922-3  in  comparison  with  a  curve  representing  the  monthly 
consumption  in  I92S  on  chicken  farms  reporting  to  the  Poultry  Department  of  the 
Illinois  State  University. 

The  considerably  smaller  consumption  of  chickens  shown  by  flock  owners 
reporting  to  the  Illinois  Poultry  Extension  Service  than  by  crop  reporters  is  in 
narked  contrast  with  the  close  agreement  shown  in  figure  II  by  those  tv;o  classes 
of  reporters  for  consumption  of  oggs.  The  Extension  Service  returns  represent 
larger  poultry  flocks,  with  about  15  per  cent  of  them  in  the  class  of  commercial 
flocks,  while t less  than  2fo  of  the  flocks  of  crop  reporters  in  Illinois  arc  of 
commercial  size.  Several  reasons  would  oxist  for  a  lower  consumption  of  poultry 
by  owners  of  commercial  flocks:  viz,  flocks  of  the  laying  breeds  rather  than  meat 
birds,  few  or  no  males  in  commercial  flocks  and  unwillingness  to  slaughter  layers, 
closer  access  to  sources  of  fresh  meat  supply  from  frequent  location  of  large 
flacks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  towns  and  finally,  the  lack  of  desire  for  chicken 
that  tends  to  result  from  the  const . nt  contact  with  the  birds,  that  is  incidental 
to  the  ca.ro  of  commercial  flocks,  just  as  the  cook  has  often  no  appetite  for  tho 
dinner. 


-  43 


Table  XX. 


Chickens  Consumed  Per  Person  on  U.  S.  Farms,  During 
Previous  Month,  In  each  Geographic  Division,  as  Deported 
By  Crop  Correspondents  Quarterly,  1922-23  and  1928*. 


T'-'- jicpkid 
division 

Consumption  of  chicken  reported  per 

for  previous  month  - 

Date  shows  when  inquiry  was  mailed 

person 

out . 

1-22-23 

3-10-28 

: 5-14-23 

: 5-25-20 

• 

7-10-22 

: 0-12-28 

10-10-22 

10-19-2 0  • 

Nov:  England 

r-,n 

.530 

.328 

.326 

.317 

.336 

.410 

.086 

•  6l6 

.50I 

Middle  Atlantic 
East  North 

.630 

.502 

.421, 

.484 

.55O 

.78b 

.902 

Central 

West  North 

.643 

•474 

•443 

•45Q 

•743 

.969 

I.29 

I.24 

Central 

•724: 

.458 

•453 

•5°? 

.501 

1.45 

I.7I 

1.62 

South  Atlantic 
South  Atlantic 

.812 

.695 

.732 

.  046 

1.45 

I.72 

1.29 

I.32 

Adjusted 

.626 

.536 

.564 

•652 

1.12 

I.32 

;  -99 

1.02 

South  Central 
South  Control 

.719 

•597 

.obO 

.812. 

i-57 

l.o2 

:  1-39 

1.37 

Adjusted 

.581 

.466 

•515 

•634 

1.22 

1.42 

:  1.08 

I.07 

Rocky  Mountain 

.612 

•537 

.4bO 

.500 

•873 

I.34 

,  1.40 

I.42 

Pacific  Coast 

*  DO0 

•535 

•512 

.850- 

I.04 

•  I.15 

1.02 

U.  S. 

.712 

•  556 

.369 

.480 

•863 

.580 

1.15 

1.45 

l-35~ 

1.33 

U.  S.  Adjusted 

.624 

.402 

•974 

1.25 

1.19 

l.l8 

Table  XX.  shows  the  variation  In  reported  consumption  of  chickens 
per  person  for  tho  different  grand  divisions,  both  the  original 
averages  and  the  adjusted  averages  for  tho  southern  states  and  tho 
United  States. 

The  dates  shewn  in  the  box  heads  are  in  each  case  the  month,  day, 
and  year,  for  instance,  1-22-23,  meaning  January  22,  1923. 


Table  XXI  shows  the  averages  of -the' actual  figures  of  consumption  per 
person  as  reported  by  crop  reporters  in  each  state  permitting  comparisons 
as  between  the  various  states  in  the  different  geographic, /  divisions. 
Figures  reported  for  most  Southern  States  are  relatively  too  large, 
compared  with  other  sections.  Figures  for  small  states,  with  few  returns, 
are  not  very  dependable. 


Tablo  XXI 


Chickens  Consumed  Monthly  Per  Capita  on  U.  S.  Farms  as 


Table  XXII. 


NUMBER  OR  CHICKENS  CONSUMED  DAILY  ON  FARMS,  1922-3 
end  1928,  BY  GEOGRAPHIC  DIVISION. 

(Daily  average  for  each  month,  derived  from 
curves  of  consumption  based  upon  quarterly 
reports  of  crop  correspondents.) 


Month 

|  New 

!  England 

Middle 
Atlantic  • 

ilorfh 

Central 

Nbrlh 

Central 

i  1222-3; 1928 

1922-3 

: 1928* 

1922-3: 

19285 

1922-3: 

1928 

Jan. 

.017 

.015 

.020 

.022 

.021 

.019 

.023 

.022 

Feb. 

.013 

.012 

.016 

.  018 

.018 

.016 

.018 

.017 

Mar . 

.012 

.011 

.014 

.016 

.016 

.014 

.015 

.014 

Apr. 

.011 

.011 

.013 

.016 

.014 

.$14 

.014 

.013 

May 

.011 

.010 

.015 

.017 

.016 

.015 

.018 

.018 

June 

.011 

.010 

.017 

.020 

.022 

.021 

.  087 

.026 

July 

.013 

.012 

.020 

.024 

.032 

.030 

.044 

.041 

Aug. 

.017 

.015 

.023 

.027 

.039 

.038 

.056 

.055 

Sept. 

.020 

.018 

.025 

.029 

.043 

.041 

.  058 

.057 

Oct. 

.022'  . 

.020 

.025 

.030 

.042 

.040 

.053 

.052 

Nov. 

.021 

.019 

.025 

.030 

.038 

.035 

.044 

.043 

Dec . 

.020 

.018 

.024 

.027 

.029 

.027 

.033 

.031 

Year 

.0157 

.0141 

.020 

.023 

.0276 

.  02  5^ 

.0337 

.0325 

i  South 

South 

Rocky 

Pacific 

Month 

}  Atlantic 

Central 

Mountain 

Coast 

j  1922-3; 

1923 

1922-3: 

1928 

1 922-3: 

1928; 

1922-3: 

1928 

Jan. 

i - - 

j  .020 

.021 

.019 

.020 

.021 

.022 

.022 

.021 

Feb. 

i  .017 

.013 

.015 

.017 

.018 

.019 

.019 

.019 

Mar . 

!  .016 

.017 

.014 

.015 

.015 

.017 

.017 

.018 

Apr. 

!  .017 

.018 

.014 

.015 

.015 

.016 

.016 

.020 

May 

|  .  023 

.024 

.024 

.  026 

.015 

.018 

.020 

.024 

.040 

.042 

.021 

,026 

.027 

.029 

July 

j  .040 

.043 

.045 

.047 

.034 

.040 

.034 

.035 

Aug. 

1  .040 

.043 

.043 

.045 

.045 

.049 

.•033 

.035 

Sept. 

!  .035 

.038 

.038 

.040 

.047 

.050 

.039 

,035 

Oct . 

j  .031 

.  033 

.033 

.035 

.044 

.046 

.038 

.034 

• 

> 

o 

{25 

.029 

.030 

.029 

.031 

.036 

.038 

.  036 

.032 

Dec . 

!  .026 

.027 

.024 

.026 

.027 

.029 

.  029 

.025 

Year 

i 

j  .0274 

i 

j 

.0291  .0283 

.030 

.0285 

.030< 

5  .0280 

.0272 

45 
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U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 


Chickens  consumed  per  capita  Daily  on  farms,  1922-23  and  1928 
derived  from  quarterly  reports  of  Crop  correspondents 


Figure  7 


consumption  of  chickens  on  Illinois  farms 
Daily  Average  Per  person 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 


Eggs  Consumed  Daily  Per  Person  on  farms  in  the  united  States 


EGGS  CONSUMED  PER  CAPITA  DAILY  ON  FARMS,  1922-23  AND  1928 
Derived  from  Quarterly  reports  of  Crop  correspondents 


JAN.  FEB.  MAR.  APR.  MAY  JUNE  JULY  AUG.  SEPT.  OCT.  NOV  DEC.  JAN. 

-  -  - 1922 - 23  «—  / 9 26 


U.5.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Figure  10 


BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 


EGGS  CONSUMED  PER  PERSO'N  DAILY  ON  ILLINOIS  FARMS 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 


Farm  Consumption  of  Eggs 


Tlie  quarterly  inquiries  made  of  crop  reporters  in  1922  and  1923  on  the 
farm  consumption  of  eggs,  asked  for  11  total  number  of  eggs  used  in  your  household 
for  eating  and  cooking  during  the  week”  and  those  in  1S28  for  "number  of  eggs 
used  for  eating  and  cooking  during  the  last  seven  days.”  The  difference  in  the 
language  of  the  inquiry  in  the  two  series  is  probably  immaterial,  but  the 
difference  in  dates  makes  comparison  impossible  between  J>he  two  winter  periods,  as 
consumption  is  increasing  rapidly  between  the  two  dates  of  January  22,  when  asked 
in  1923  and  Mar.  10,  when  asked  in  1928.  Consumption  in  the  spring  and  autumn 
periods  of  the  two  years  is  probably  fairly  comparable  but  for  the  summer  much  less 
so  as  the  downward  trend  of  consumption  from  July  10  to  August  12  prevents  accurate 
comparison.  The  reported  consumption  of  eggs  per  person  for  the  previous  week,  is 
shown  in  Table  XXIII  for  grand  divisions  and  for  the  U.  S.  with  adjusted  figures 
for  the  southern  states  and  the  U.S.to  allow  for  the  smaller  consumption  on  average 
Census  farms  in  the  south  which  would  be  much  lower  than  on  the  farms  of  crop  re¬ 
porters  there.  The  weekly  consumption  reported  for  individual  states  appears  in 
Table  XXIIIa.  The  exaggeration  in  the  Southern  states  must  be  remembered. 

i.-.jj  spring  con  mum 'id  ■  .  pp^rs  s  no  a.  seen  decidedly  nc_.  vici  m  192b  than 

m  1923,  end  considering  the  d:c lining  trend  of  consumption  during  the  summer, 
the  slight  increase  shown  in  the  August  inquiry  for  1928  over  the  July  inquiry 
for  1922  suggests  a  correspondingly  heavier  summer  consumption  in  the  later  year. 

Seasonal  trends  of  consumption  for  the  two  years  ore  shown  on  figure  9  "by 
a  free-hand  curve  drawn  through  the  plotted  figures  on  consumption  per  person  for 
1922-23  and  for  1928  separately.  Farm  price  trends  of  eggs  md  of  meat  animals 
are  shown  on  the  same  chart.  Farm  prices  of  eggs  during  the  heavy  laying  period 
v/ere  from  10  to  15^  higher  in  1928  than  in  1922-23  and  averaged  about  10^  higher 
in  the  annual  period  covered  by  the  later  inquiry.  Farm  prices  of  all  meat 
animals  were  about  40^  higher  in  1328  than  in  the  earlier  period.  The  greater  >. 
consumption  indicated  in  1928,  therefore,  appears  reasonable. 

Figure  9  gives  an  approximate  indication  of  monthly  per  capita  farm  con¬ 
sumption  of  eggs,  as  indicated  by  the  height  of  the  curve  at  the  mid-month  periods 
and  from  these  the  average  daily  reported  farm  consumption  per  person  may  be  de¬ 
duced,  which  amounts  to  about  ..89  egg  in  1922-23  and  1.01  in  1928.  Figures  on 
indicated  consumption  per  person  each  month  thus  derived  from  the  group  of  similar 
graphs  for  each  grand  division  shown  in  figure  10,  are  shown  in  Table  XXV. 

Figure  11  shows  curves  drawn  from  the  quarterly  consumption  figures  of 
1922-23  and  1928  for  Illinois,  together  with  a.  similar  curve  drawn  from  the  1928 
returns  of  chicken  forme  1 s  reporting- monthly  consumption  of  eggs  to . the  state 
poultry  extension  service  in  that  State. 

The  close  agreement  shown  by  -the  two  separate  sets  of  returns  for  1922-23 
and  1920  give  confidence  in  the  substantial  accuracy  of  both.  It  is  not  known 
whether  the  consumption  shown  by  the  crop  reporters  runs  higher  than  that  on  the 
average  farm  keeping  chickens  in  that  State.  They  represent  a  high  class  of 
farmers  whose  standard  of  living  may  be  above  that  of  the  average  farmer,  but  on 
the  other  hand,  the  number  of  persons  per  family  is-  about  the  same  as  on  the 
average  farm  and  eggs  are  not  0  particularly  expensive  food  .on  the  farm  at  the 
time  of  year  when  consumotion  is  highest. 
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Figure  12  shows  daily  production  of  eggs  on  •  Illinois  farms  indicated  "by 
layings  on  the  first  day  of  each  month,  as  shown  hy  the  crop  reporter#, ^indicated 
daily  consumption  as  shown  hy. flock  owners  reporting  to  the  Poultry  Division  of  the 
State  University.  It  also  displays  a  curve  showing  the  price  trend  for  eggs 
derived  from  the  monthly  farm  prices  for  eggs  hy  the  formula  (  •  1  3)  i.e. , 

(Price  ) 

it  shows  the  trend  of  the  reciprocal  of  farm  egg  prices ,  trebled  to  show  it  in 
convenient  relation  to  the  production  and  consumption  trends.  To  what  extent  the 
relation  between  the  trend  of  consumption  and  the  trends  of  production  and  its 
associated  price  reciprocal,  respectively,  is  a  true  measure  of  the  dependence  of 
farm  consumption  upon  supply  and  price,  respectively,  will  require  further  evidence 
for  an  answer .  Records  of  this  character,  coupled  with  studies  of  the  important 
qualifying  factors  of  supply  and  prices  of  other  meats,  should  presently  permit 
of  the  establishment  of  a  reasonably  close  measure  of  the  effect:  of  farm  supply 
and  price  upon  farm  consumption  of  eggs.  The  chart  appears  to  support  the  logical 
assumption  that  consumption  is  more  affected  by  production  (available  farm  supply) 
at  the  season  of  small  production  and  more  .by  price  at  the  season  of  large  pro¬ 
duct-?  on.  But  one  sarnnle  is, hardly  enough  to  justify  safe  deductions. 


TABLE  XXIII. 


EGGS  CONSUMED  PER  PERSON,  01T  U.  S.  FARMS, 

DURING  PREVIOUS  WEEK,  IN  EACH  GEOGRAPHIC  DIVISION. 

t  ,1..  •  lcj2?-3  and  1328. 


(From  quarterly  reports  of  Crop  Correspondents) 


Geographic 

division 


New  England 
Mi dd 1 0  A tla  nt ip 
East  North 
Central 
West  North 
Central 

South  Atlantic 
South  Atlantic 
Adjusted 
South  Contra! 
South  Central 
Adjusted 
Rocky' Mountain  ’ 
Pacific 


Consumption  of  eggs  reported  per  person 

for  previous  wo  ok.  (Date  shows  when  inquiry  was 

mailed  out).  _ _ _ _ _ 

1-22-23: 3- 10 -23:1 3-14-25:  3-23-2G:'(7-10-22:,8-12A28:p.0-10-22  : 


U.  S. 

U.  S.  Adjusted 


4- 47 
.A'49... 

4.43 

5- 45 

4.25 

3. 2b 
5.06 

>83 
' "  A.  7  X ' 

l.d 

— .vr 

4.52 


6.72 
80 10 


O  On 
0  •  0 1 


10.00 

"3  '.06' 

°*94 

9-99 

7-44 

T2.3O 

11.66 


I  *ij.2 

'..32 


8.18 

_ 8.3o_ 

3.64 

10.13 

"7-03 

3*4° 

.8.17 

6.34 
■ii-43 
.10  48 


7.30 

10.10, 

10.82 

11.51 

”8.35' 

6*40 

0.62 

7.46 

-mg 

I2N26 


iO.08 

9*02 


6.6l 

..7-.7P. .. 

8.45 

3_.°o 

”5.38” 

4.58 

7.10 

5-52 

”9.71 

9-29 


.6 


99 


°*x 

.>96.. 

8.67 

3.30 

6.56 

4-98 

7.05 

5.51 

'10.69 
10.04 


7*99 

7-15 


9.11 

J_.i8__ 


5.65 


..6.13 

4*34 


3.32 

5.26 


4.00 

L’.  9b 

7.46 


h 


86 


5-34 

6.30 

4.55 


3.48 

6.06 


.  4.-.7.1. 
7-39 
Z-24 


b.04 

8»4° 
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Tablo  XXII la 


EGGS  CONSUL!®  WEEKLY  PEE  PERSON  ON  U.  S.  FIEI'S. 

AS  REPORTED  BY  CROP  COEEESPONDEKTS.  QGAETUALY 
1322-3  and  1328. 

(See  Table  XXI  for  average  number  of  farms  reporting  and  average  number  of  persons 
_ _ ■ _ per  farm. )  _  ~ _ _ _ 


State 


V/ccklypogg  consumption  reported  pc-r  person 
(Pate  of  inquiry  sriov/s  at  lioad  of  each  column. 


1-22-23:3- 

-10-28 

5-14-23 

5-25-28 

7-10-22 

: 8-1 2-28 

10-10-22: 

IO-I9-28 

Numb  c  r  Numb  c  r 

Number 

Numbc  r 

Numbc  r 

Nur.bo  r 

Number 

Number 

Ho. 

3.8 

6.1 

8.1 

8.4 

6.5 

6.6 

4.8 

9-4 

17. H. 

4.5 

7-4 

8.0 

7-5 

6.9 

b  •  0 

4-3 

4-5 

Yt. 

3*3 

8-3 

n  n 
/  *  • 

7.6 

6.5 

6.0 

4-3 

3*9 

Hass . 

5-5 

7.3 

Q  *i 

0  9  i. 

7-6 

6.4 

6.7 

5-4 

6.2 

E.  I. 

5.6 

8.4 

8.0 

7.6 

6. 5 

•  7*? 

5-5 

6.3 

Conn. 

. 5-1... 

7.0 

_ 7 1 3. . 

.7*0 

'  0 

0  •  O 

3-9 

N.  Y. 

4.3 

8.8 

8.8 

11.0 

8.5 

3.3 

. y~r . 

5.0 

5*7 

17.  J. 

5.2 

7.8 

8.8 

9*4 

9-3 

9-5 

5-9 

Pa. 

3-9 

7.6 

8.8 

. ?r°.. 

. 7-0.. 

...  4-A 

4-9 

Ohio 

8.8 

3.9 

10.4 

8.3 

8.0 

5-7 

5.8 

Ind. 

4.G 

8.4 

9.5 

10.7 

7-9 

3.4 

3.8 

6.3 

Ill. 

5-3 

10.1 

10.5 

11.5 

9.1 

9-5 

6.5 

7*3 

Hich. 

3-7 

r~i  C\ 

1*3 

9.0 

11.0 

6.2 

9*2 

5*2 

b.l 

Wis. 

. 3v7... 

3.5 

. 3  . 

10.5 

8.1 

0.3 

5.1 

5.3 

Hinn . 

3.8 

Sis 

9-5 

10.5 

7*9 

. 8V?; 

5.2 

5*9 

1 3\7Q 

6.0 

8-9 

9.8 

12.1 

3.6 

9*8 

6.0 

7.9 

Ho . 

B.2 

8-3 

9*3 

10.5 

3.7 

3.5 

6.0 

65 

17.  Dak. 

3.7 

10.7 

12.5 

12.2 

10.2 

11.1 

6.4 

7*5 

S..  Dak. 

5.3 

10.3 

'  10.2 

11.8 

10.3 

11.4 

7.0 

7-4 

Ilebr. 

(e  n 

y*  f 

13.6 

10.3 

12.0 

10.6 

10.8 

6.4 

7-3 

Kans . 

6.7 

11.4 

12.6 

11.2 

11.0 

. . 7-3 

..  .9-2 

Del. 

4.7 

8.4  ■ 

8.6 

3.1 

7*5 

7*5 

7*° 

7-i 

Hd. 

4.1 

0.2 

7-9 

'  7-3 

6-z 

7*3 

5-1 

4.0 

Ya. 

4.1 

3.8 

n  i 

8.0 

5.6 

6-3 

4*3 

4-9 

W.Va . 

4.2 

7-9 

8.4 

•  8.7 

6.7 

7.0 

4.2 

4.2 

N.C. 

3*5 

3.1 

6-7 

0.1 

5.6 

6.0 

4.1 

4.6 

S.C. 

4.2 

0.2 

6.2 

0  /> 

P*‘r 

5.5 

7.0 

4.1 

3.9 

Ga . 

10.0 

6.8 

0.2 

b « 1 

6.2 

4.4 

4.6 

Fla . 

'Ey."  . 

5.8 

4.0 

S.o 

c  / 

----4-3-- 

0.0 

7.6 

6.0 

8.2 

. 0.6” 

. 

4.2 

5.6 

. 4-5 . 

Term. 

3.3 

8.0 

7.1 

O  /1 

CJ.4 

6.2 

b .  3 

4.2 

4.5 

Ala . 

4-5 

8.6 

7.6 

3.9 

r*  0 

b*  9' 

6.7 

4.6 

5.1 

•Hiss. 

4.8 

3.0 

7.8 

o.6 

6.2 

6.7 

/  vj 
:T  •  / 

5.3. 

Ark . 

/i  p 

^T.  u 

9.0 

8«7 

10.0 

*7  0 
/  • J 

6.6 

a  A 

cTcO 

6.1 

JjQ  *» 

p*7 

10-5 

3.0 

9*7 

7*1 

6.8 

5-3 

6.5 

•  Okla . 

0.5 

10. 0 

9-3 

11.1 

9.9 

8.6 

r  0 

b#o 

G.o 

Ter;. 

6.1 

11.5 

0.7 

10.9 

7.0 

8.5 

7  n 

_  °*i 

7*9 

Mont . 

5.4 

13.0 

14.2 

14.1 

12.1 

12.2 

8.8 

"8.7 

Idaho 

5.2 

12.5 

10.6 

12.3 

O  p 
\J  «  0 

10.1 

6.6 

7.0 

Wyo. 

°*7 

13.1 

12.4 

1~Z  ~Z 

10.7 

12.4 

3.5 

3.8 

Colo . 

5.8 

12.5 

11.5 

12.7 

11.0 

11.3 

7.2 

7.2 

17  .Ilex. 

5.1 

12.4 

10.6 

12.5 

7.2 

3.0 

5.5 

6 .6 

Ariz. 

5-4 

10.5 

11.3 

12.0 

q  r 
0.0 

10.5 

5.0 

r7  * 

/  •/! 

Utah 

4*5 

10. b 

3.2 

9.6 

7.0 

8.7 

5.2 

Li 

Not. 

0  0 

Wa  sh . 

£.0 

12.2 

10.6 

14.0 

10.0 

10.2  ]  6.9 

8.6 

Orog. 

6.4 

12.^ 

10.2 

13.4 

u.7 

10.3 

7-5 

6.5 

Calif . 

7-i 

10. 0 

11.5 

11.2 

Q.l 

p.o 

7.8 

7.1 

Ur» — S_», 

/4L-7_  - 

ci UZ  _ 

_0_./Z7  . 

-.JOiXio 

,  __  76..E  . 

«7  „ 

d/'fp 

4o'.,o 
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■  —table,  xxiv. 

Number  of  Eggs  Consumed  Daily  Per  Capita  on  Farms  (Daily  Average  for  each  Month, 
1923-1923  and  1928,  By  Geographic  Divisions.) 


New  England 

: Middle 

Atlantic 

:East 

North 

;  West 

North  : 

Month 

: 

:  Cen 

tral 

:  . Central  : 

1922-3 

1928 

: 1922-3 

:  1928 

: 1922-3:  1928 

;  1922- 

3:1928  : 

P .  c  t . 

:P  -ct. 

:P . ct . 

:P.ct . 

:P.ct 

.  :P.ct . 

:P.ct . 

:P.ct .  : 

January 

0.62 

0.64 

0.60 

0.67 

0.60 

0.76 

0.72 

0.84  : 

February 

0.73 

0.77 

0.80 

0.88 

0.80 

0.99 

1.00 

1.11  : 

March 

1.00 

1.03 

1.10 

1.34 

1.13 

1.39 

1.38 

1 . 51  : 

April 

1.22 

1.27 

1.28 

1.49 

1.42 

1.68 

1.59 

1.75  : 

May 

1.15 

1.20 

1.26 

1.47 

1.37 

1 . 60 

1.51 

1.67  : 

June 

1.00 

1.05 

1.18 

1.34 

1.28 

1.47 

1.38 

1.57  : 

July 

0.92 

0.98 

1.09 

1.22 

1.19 

1.35 

1.27 

1.50  : 

Angus  t 

0.85 

0.91 

1.00 

1.12 

1.08 

1.22 

1.15 

1.40  : 

September 

0.78 

0.85 

0.89 

0.99 

0.95 

1.08 

1.02 

1.27  : 

October 

0.71 

0.73 

0.71 

0.81 

0.78 

0.91 

0.85 

1.06  : 

November 

0.63 

0.63 

0.56 

0.65 

0.55 

0.70 

0.67 

0.83  : 

December 

0.57 

0.62 

0.52 

0.60 

0.46 

0.61 

0.62 

0.72  : 

Year 

0.85 

0.90 

0.92 

1.05 

0.97 

1.15 

1.10 

1.27  : 

South  Atlantic 

: S outh  Cent ral : 

Rocky 

Mountain: 

Pacific  '  : 

Month 

1922-3: 

1928 

:1922-3: 

1928  : 

1922-3 

:  1928  : 

1922-3 

1928  : 

P.ct.  : 

P.ct. 

:P.ct.  :  P.ct.: 

P.ct. 

:  P.ct.: 

-P.ct. 

P.ct : 

January 

0.44 

0.51 

0.53 

0.65  ■ 

0.74 

0.87 

0.89 

0.99  : 

February 

0.61 

0.75 

0.70 

0.86 

1.13 

1.28 

1.20 

1.30  : 

March 

0.82 

1.01 

0.90. 

1.09.  - 

1.62 

'  1.82 

1.57 

1.71  : 

April 

0.85 

1.05 

0. 95 

1.15 

1.72 

1.91 

1.66 

1.89  : 

May 

0.77 

0.95 

0.92 

1.10  ■ 

1.62 

1.82 

1.55 

1.82  : 

June 

0.69 

0.85 

0.90 

1.02 

1.47 

1.73 

1.42 

1.69  : 

July 

0.65 

0.78 

0.87  . 

0.96 

1.36 

1 . 64 

1.32 

1.56  : 

August 

0.60 

0.71 

0.80  • 

0.88 

1.25 

1.52 

1.25 

1.41  : 

September 

0.54 

0.63 

0.69 

0.80 

1.12 

1.34 

1.16 

1.24  : 

October 

0444 

0.51 

0.55  . 

0.63 

0.93 

1.10 

1.01 

1.05  : 

November 

0.35 

0.42, 

0.47 

0.57 

0.72 

0.33 

0.85 

0.88  : 

December 

0.35 

0.42 

0.47 

0. 56 

0.69 

0.74 

0.81 

0.84  : 

Year 

0.59 

0.72 

0.73 

0.86 

1.20 

1.38 

1.22 

1.36  : 

This  table  permits  comparisons  between  regions.  The  relative  exaggera¬ 
tion  of  reported  consumption . in  southern  states  due  to  the  difference  between 
farmers  reporting  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  average  farmer  as 
defined  in  the  Census  returns  must  be  allowed  for  in  naicing  comparisons  between 
the  figures  for  those  states  and  for  other  sections. 
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The  Division  of  Or  p  and  Livestock  Estimates  obt'ins  nonthly  from  an  ex¬ 
tensive  list  of  producers  and  local  dealers  reports  on  the  farm  price  of  eggs. 
These  figures  weighted  byrccciptp  at  Chicago  rshow  for  the  year  1919  an  average 
figure  for  the  United  States  of  39*^  as  contrasted  with  4 0^  shown  by  the  Census 
returns  for  the  sane  period.  Similarly,  for  19IO,  the  first  year  for  which  these 
nonthly  figures  are  available,  the  average  is  20. 5d  per  dozen,  while  the  Census 
average  for  the  year  1909  was  20^.  The  price  range  for  these  two  years,  accord¬ 
ing  to  such  checks  as  are  available  were  about  the  sane.  The  New  York  average 
yearly  prices  for  nearby  hennery  white  eggs,  which  is  equivalent  to  the  present 
classification  of  nearby  hennery  whites,  shows  33.8  and  35.0^ . 

The  Census  of  1924  made  use  of  valuation  figures  on  eggs  supplied  by  the 
Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates  and  based  upon  an  inquiry  sent  to  its 
regular  crop  correspondents  under  date  of  March  20,  1925*  The  figures  thus 
obtained  were  evidently  too  high  to  fairly  represent  the  price  during  1924*  The 
inquiry  was  made  following  a  five-month  period  during  which  prices  for  eggs  wore 
considerably  higher  than  the  yearly  average,  and  higher  than  for  a  number  of  years 
and  it  can  hardly  bo  doubted  that  the  answers  of  reporters  to  the  inquiry  were 
seriously  affected  by  the  high  range  of  prices  then  prevailing.  The  five-months 
average  from  November  1,  1924  to  March,  1925  a/as  "jofo  higher  than  the  yearly 
average  from  April  1924  to  March,  1925,  v/hile  that  for  the  similar  five  months, 
1919-20  was  only  32^  higher  than  the  12-months’  period. 

Under  the  circumstances,  and  the  excellent  basis  for  an  annual  figure  fount 
in  the  monthly  price  reports,  it  seems  advisable  to  bp.se  valuation  figures  for 
eggs  entirely  upon  the  weighted  yearly  average  of  the  monthly  returns. 

Gg  QHICKE1TS 

Three  main  sources  of  information  on  veluos  of  chickens  are  available;  the 
Census  accepted  valuations  January  1,  1925  and  192O;  the  annual  January  1  reports 
of  the  Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates,  and  the  monthly  price  reports  on 
farm  price  per  pound  of  chickens. 


Census  Prices 

The  1925  Census  figure  of  92.6  cents  per  head  for  chickens  is  based  upon 
price  data  furnished  by  the  crop  correspondents  of  the  Division  of  Cro|j  and  Live¬ 
stock  Estimates  in  response  to  a  special  price  inquiry  dated  March  20,  1925*  oskii 
under  the  general  head  of  - 

"AVERAGE  FARM  PRICE  ( OR  VALUE)  OF  SET I  RE  1924  PRODUCTION”, 

for  "chickens  on  hand,  inventory  value,  of  all  chickens  on  hand 
January  1,  1925,  per  head”. 
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make  up  about  8 of  oil  chickens  one1.  82;£  of  all  poultry  this  would  necessitate 
a  price  of  about  33 4  for  "other  chickens"  and  nearer  30^  for  "other  poultry" 
to  be  consistent  with  the  figure  given  in  the  original  inquiry  for  "poultry", 
but  such  figures  would  be  impossible. 

If  the  reported  values  of  hens  and  pullets  were  accepted  ns  substantially 
correct  and  the  value  of  other  chickens  taken  at  an  assumed  value  per  head  of 
about  three-fourths  that  of  hens  and  pullets,  the  resulting  computed  value  for 
all  chickens  would  bo  about  8 jo  higher  than  the  value  reported  for  all  "poultry". 
Such  an  increase  would  make  a  January  1  price  of  85^  for  poultry  and  82^  for 
chicken,  instead  of  the  reported  x>ricc  of  78* *]4  for  poultry  and  equivalent 
price  of  7^*3  4  for  chickens. 

The  January  1  price  reported  per  head  for  "poultry"  is  probably  largely 
dependent  upon  the  prices  for  birds  being  sold  for  moat.  The  price  per  head 
for  "hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age",  reported  on  a  separate  January  schedule, 
seems  more  likely  to  represent  their  value  as  layers.  Such  a  concept  of  value 
is  proper  for  birds  held  on  January  1  for  layers,  if  it  relfocts  the  local 
average,  but  it  seems  likely  that  the  price  reported  would  be  based  to  a  con¬ 
siderable  extent  upon  the  value  of  the  layers  in  the  reporters’  own  flocks,  which 
we  may  assume  are  superior  to  those  in  average  laying  flocks. 

Adjusting  the  reported  Census  value  per  head  of  "poultry"  sold  in  1920  to 
an  indicated  value  ffr  the  same  type  of  birds  in  recent  years,  by  changing  the 
Census  values  per  head  in  the  same  proportion  that  prices  per  pound  for 
"chickens"  changed  in  the  intervening  years,  and  comparing  this  indicated  value 
of  poultry  per  head  (Census  base)  with  the  value  per  hood  reported  by  corres¬ 
pondents  in  these  years,  a  fairly  good  agreement  Is  found.  Taking  the  average 
for  the  country  as  a  whole,  a  similar  adjustment  of  Census  prices  for  "chickens" 
gives  derived  Census  figures  a  couple  of  cents  lower  on  the  average  than  the  re¬ 
ported  annual  prices  for  "poultry".  The  relation  varies  somewhat  between  states 
but  considering  the  varying  influences  of  a  larger  or  smaller  proportion  of  other 
poultry,  especially  turkeys,  in  the  different  states,  and  the  faults  of  limited 
returns  for  some  states,  the  detailed  rel  tions  are  fairly  satisfactory.  From 
this  relationship  one  would  deduce  that  the  reported  annual  price  per  head  of 
"poultry"  would  need  to  be  reduced  slightly  to  make  it  applicable  to  "chickens". 

The  farm  prices  per  pound  of  chickens  reported  monthly  by  correspondents 
and  continued  unchanged  since  1909  no  doubt  reflect  the  average  price  being  paid 
for  chickens  marketed  from  the  locality. 

Therefore,  as  an  alternative  it  would  bo -possible  to  go  back  to  the  Census 
values  of  1919-20  for  a  base  price  per  head  and  carry  this  forward  on  the  basis 
of  the  trends  shown  by  these  monthly  reports.  As  indicated  above,  this  would 
tend  to  pat  the  price  on  practically  the  basis  of  the  January  1,  1925  annual  in¬ 
quiry  on  value  per  head  of  "poultry".  A'c'o-wparisoh  of.  the*  indicated  prices 
for  poultry ,  chickens,  and  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age , respectively ,  as 
drawn  from  the  various  sources  mentioned-/  is  slnrwi  for  1927,  1928,  and  1S29  in 
Table  XXY  following. 
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Table  XXV. 


OX  POULTRY. 


RSLATaVD  VALOA  PUR  I.1AD 


Comparison  of  Poultry  Values,  derived  from  Different  Sources. 


Source  of 

Pigures  • 

Type  of 
.  bird 

Indicat 

1927 

ed  price  J 

1923 

anuary  1 , 
1929 

r.  ■■■■-■  '  .  •  .......  U  .  {?  ; 

A.  Computed . from  ratio  of  January  1 
(December  15  preceding) reported  farm 
price  of  year  stated  to  that  of 

1920,  times  1920  Census  value,  per 
head  of  poultry  ' 

Poultry 

Cents 
l  ”  90 

Cents 

87 

Cents 

96 

3.  Computed  from  ratio  of  f ami  price 
for  year,  stated  to  that  of  1920., 
times  .1920  Census  value  per  head  of 
chickens . 

Chickens 

87 

84  •" :  ■ 

93 

C.  As.  reported  currently  .by  crop 
correspondents  on  January  1 
schedule.,  of;,  inquiry 

Poultry 

91 

■  '  '86 

92 

D.  As  reported  currently  by  crop 
correspondents.,  on  January  1. 
schedule,  of  .inquiry 

Hens  and 
Pullets 
of  Laying 
Age 

100 

'  96 

•  \  "  •  ;• 

■  102 

•The  stated  values. are  probably  faulty  in  the  following  respects: 


"C"  is  probably  low. because  based  on  meat  valu.es  rather  than  on  egg-laying 
value,  which  would.be  the  most  important  gauge  of  value  at  that  date,  but  this 
is  partially  ofset  because  the  price  relates  to  "poultry"  rather  than  to  chickens. 

"D"  may  be  too  high  because  of  the  superior  type  of  birds  in  reporters' 
flocks,  and. would  be  too  high  in  any  event  for  all  chickens.  Relatively  low 
figure,  in  January ,/  1929 ,  may  be  due.  to  the  temporarily  very  low  price  of  eggs  at 
that  date . 

Prom  the  preceding,,  it  seems  reasonable,  as  well  as  convenient,  to  accept 
for  the  present  the  correspondent r s  reported  annual  January  1  price  for  all 
poultry  as.  a.  conservative'  basic  figure  for  all  "chickens"  ,  to  be  checked  and 
adjusted  when  necessary  by  the  aid  of  the  price  trends  for  "hens  and  pullets" 
and  the  trends  shown  by  .the .monthly  farm  prices  per  pound  for  chickens. 

The  price  for  chickens  raised,  sold  and  consumed  on  farms  is  based  upon 
tho  reported  average  monthly  farm  price  (weighted  by  monthly  marketings)  times 
an  assumed,  average  weight  of  bird.  The  weight  per  bird  is  derived  from  the  1920 
Census  value,  per  head  of  chickens  sold,  in  1919,  dividbd  by  the.' weighted  1919 
price  per  pound  of,  chickens,  sold. 
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ESTIMATES  OP  POULTRY  ALD  EGGS 


The  tabular  statements  appearing  in  Part  II  are  the  estimates  of  the 
Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates.  The  estimates  are  based  upon  study  of 
the  Census  figures  and  of  the  evidence  drawn  from  records  of  commercial  movement^ 
from  various  surveys  and  from  the  reports  of  the  Crop  Correspondents  of  the 
Department  regarding  their  own  flocks.  The  estimates  are  believed  to  be  conser¬ 
vative.  The  evidence  from  other  sources  than  the  Census  would  support  much 
higher  figures  than  taken  but  it  was  considered  unwise  to  make  any  greater 
increase  over  the  Census  on  the  basis  of  evidence  at  present  available,  Lo 
claim  is  made  for  close  accuracy  in  the  absolute  figures  given,  other  than  that 
they  reflect  more  adequately  than  do  the  Census  figures  the  magnitude  of  the 
industry.  Hie  relation  of  the  figures  for  successive  years,  however,  is  believed 
to  be  reasonably  accurate,  so  that  they  afford  a  fair  picture  of  the  changes  and 
development  of  the  industry  duping  the  past  ten  years  and  particularly  during 
the  past  five.  Each  table  is  accompanied  by  detailed  notes,  giving  the  basis 
for  the  figures  for  successive  years. 


Table  XXVI. 


Lumber  and  Value  of  Chickens  on  Farms ,  January  1 ,  1920-1929 

By  Geographic  Divisions. 


1920  -  Lumbers  as  reported  by  U.  S.  Census  from  enumerations  as  of  January 
1  that  year . 

1921-24  Lumbers  estimated,  from  changes  on  farms  of  crop  reporters  of 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  as  shown  in  January  1  reports  of 
livestock,  including  poultry,  on  reporters'  own  farms. 

1925  Lumbers  estimated  from  reported  Census  enumerations,  with  slight 

adjustments  in  different  states  to  allow  for  apparent  incompleteness 
in  the  enumerations. 

1926-29  Lumbers  estimated  frgm  changes  on  farms  of  crop  reporters  as  shown 
in  January  1  reports  of  numbers  of  poultry  on  reporters'  own  farms, 
changes  shown  in  monthly  reports  of  numbers  of  hens  and  pullets 
in  farm  flock  on  first  day  of  each  month,  and  on  changes  in  numbers 
of  poultry  shown  for  a  limited  number  of  commercial  poultry  flocks. 


1920  Values  as  reported  by  IT.  S.  Census,  price  derived. 

1921-29  Price  per  head  of  poultry  as  reported  annually  on  January  1  by 

crop  reporters,  checked  and  adjusted  by  reported  prices  for  hens 
and  pullets,  and  by  the  trends  shown  by  the  reported  monthly  farm- 
price  per  pound  for  chickens.  Total  value  is  number  multiplied 
by  price  per  head. 
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estii.ia.ted  eotiber  and  value  of  chickens  ox 

JANUXEY  1,  1920  -  192CJ 
BY 

GEOGRAPHIC  DIVISIONS 


A'C.lIS 


Geographic 

Chickens  on  hand  January  1 

d iv i si on  and  ye  a  r 

J 

number  of  birds 

Valuo  per  head  : 

Total  value 

ITorth  Atlantic: 

1920  (Census) 

1921 

1§22 

1923 

1924  . 

Thousands 

33, 256 

33,58b 

39,906 

42,899 

. 4b,5Q8 . 

Cents 

138.28 

133.72 

117.12 

II2.56 

116.09 

Thousand  dollars 

45, 78° 

44,914. 

46, 73^ 

48,287 
. 54,9.8.0. 

1926 

132b 

1927 

I92S 

1923 

East  North  Central: 

1920  (Census) 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

44,077 

A  A  1  ry 

46,164 

47,711 

46,240 

84, 516 

80,260 

88,709 

95.467 

93,945 

li8'.  lb 

126.45 

125.12 

122.80 

I29.27 

36.02 

88.05 

79.12 

73-36 

79.02 

%% 

57,760 

50,507 

59.776 

81,154 

70,669 

70,187 

70,035 

78,190 

1 925  . 

91,209 

05.33 

77,501 

192b 

9^,932 

96.42 

09,62b 

I.927 

93,775 

98.30 

55,125 

1928 

33,129 

90.  G3 

90,037 

1929 

96,634 

90.36 

95.054 

West  North  Central: 

1320  (Census) 

105,346 

09.51 

94,293 

00,421 

1321 

100,555 

81.45 

1322 

114,083 

75.81 

87,093 

70,651 

07,995 

1323 

121,206 

64.89 

1924.,, . 

. 132,567 . 

6b. 37 

1329 

124,475 

. 63.39 . 

05,123 

132b 

12b, I93 

U0.05 

101,012 

1327 

129,947 

33.94 

109,076 

1928 

130,62o 

Z?.!4 

103,377 

1929 

123,693 

06.53 

112,229 

South  Atlantic: 

1320  (Census) 

36,408 

96.94 

06.96 

35,292 

1321 

37,492 

32,603 

1922 

40,403 

75.61 

30,559 

1923 

41,132 

77.55 

31,090 

1324 

. 45,.732  . 

60.37 

36,757 

192b 

1926 

42,271 

01.55 

34,641 

42,035 

r.  ^  n  n 

00 . 10 

37,085 

1327 

45,023 

89.02 

40,081 

1920 

47,722 

84.50 

40,323 

1929 

42,533 

85.96 

37,03c 
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JAEUAIiY  1,  1520  -  I529 
BY 

GEOGRAPHIC  DIVISIOITS  -  Continued. 


Goo  graphic 

Chi chcns  on  hand  January  1 

division-  and  year 

:  number  01 

birds 

Value  per  head 

Total  value 

Thousands 

Cents 

Thousand  dollars 

South  Central: 

1920 

(Census ) 

74 

Oil 

84.02 

62,777 

1921 

7° 

275 

75*32. 

52,931 

1922 

5o 

G3I 

6b . 2d  • 

53,410 

*  1923 

76 

193 

61*  5° 

46,920 

1924. 

■  0 
OO 

492 . 

61.77 

. 54*862 

1929 

192b 

Gi 

81 

O06 

155 

65.2b 

7!. 20. 

52,5l8 
-  57»'358 

1927 

99 

125 

67.18  • 

.  6b, 592 

1920 

53 

G01 

7°  *45 

66,085 

1329 

07 

434 

73.38 

64, 161 

Far  Western: 

1920 

(Census ) 

25 

939 

115.41 

30,005 

1921 

29 

994 

10b. 95 

20,320 

1922 

31 

973 

100 . 29 

32,066 

1923 

■ 

34 

572 

88.75 

.  30,683 

1924. 

. 39 

042 

ol.b  rj 

70,081 

132b 

34 

557 

81.73 

20,244 

192b 

36 

035 

93-30 

33.640 

1927 

39 

631 

100.39 

39,905 

192o 

44 

373 

91.11 

40,425 

1929 

41 

057 

94-73 

39,650 

Unit  0  d 

States: 

1920 

(Census) 

353 

97.21 

343.503 

1921 

356 

160 

05.30 

310,05b 

1922 

396 

507 

80.77 

.320,259 

1323 

411 

465 

74-8i 

306,990 

I.924 

A  A.Q 

loo 

76.09 

391,765 

1923 

n  7 

-M 

755 

7Zv20 

330,071 

192b 

42,1 

227 

uo.bl 

375,500 

1327 

44° 

665 

51.07 

400,613 

1920 

463 

364 

bb. 07 

398,030 

1329 

444 

4b  1 

5I.3Q 

405,793 
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E3T IlMTSP  ITUUBBB  Al~D  VALUE  OP  ALL  CHICIUM'D 

ok  fabms  ok  jahuaby  1,  1524  -  1329. 

By  States 


State 

Humber  of 

chickens 

January  1  (thou 

sands ) 

1324  i 

1925  1 

1926 

i  1927  * 

1528  • 

1925 

Lie. 

2,127 

1.957 

1,557 

1,698 

2,020 

.  1,90.8 

U.H. 

1,293 

1,267 

1,267 

1,242 

1,336 

1,271 

Vt. 

1.054 

570 

970 

555 

1,040 

578 

Mass . 

2,071 

2,030 

2,030 

1,949 

2,027 

1.991 

R.I. 

3b  1 

761 

361 

3o3 

A 12 

391 

Conn. 

. h'm.... 

. i.Aa . 

.  l».7P.‘i. 

1,820 

1,561 

. 2,055 . 

ELY. 

14.035 

13.945 

13,945 

14,224 

14,366 

13,500 

1'  0  tj  • 

.  4.512 

4,156 

4,322 

4,53o 

4,674 

■4,620 

Fa. 

18,501 

17,652 

1 0  9  X  0 1 

15,111 

19,875 

15,034 

Ohio 

22,707 

21.345 

22,643 

23,549 

23,067 

23,185 

Ind. 

19,462 

17,710 

17,356 

10,310 

17,621 

17,331 

Ill. 

20,566 

25,995 

26,514 

27,575 

27,479 

27,140 

Mich . 

14,083 

12,956 

13,605 

14,422 

15,143 

14.5?3 

V.’i  s . 

. 14.131 . 

....13,203. . 

..13,814. 

. .1.4*9 15. . 

...^•735... 

noMy . 

Minn. 

17'.  433 

14,736 

17,007 

17,276 

16,705 

17,411 

Iowa 

32,594 

30,275 

31,163 

31,006 

32,340 

32,005 

Mo . 

Mop. 

31,54 

5,500 

20,706 

5,233 

25,537 

5,442 

31,733 

5,263 

31,735 

5,150 

30,603 

5,322 

S  .D. 

8,405 

7,505 

0,065 

0,226 

0,445 

6,472 

Mebr. 

14,203 

13, §35 

13,050 

13,613 

13,7-7 

13,471 

Ivans. 

22,500 

21,825 

21,305 

22,030 

22,372 

22,400 

Del. 

1.547 

1.592  ‘ 

'  1,352 

1,434 

1,462" 

"1.38S' 

I.  Id. 

4,004 

4,32d 

4,454 

6,771 

4,762 

4,5H 

Va. 

10,451 

5,406 

5,594 

10,361 

10,856 

9,879 

V/.Va . 

4,523 

4,436 

0,436 

4.56s 

4,747 

4,643 

IMG. 

9.570 

0,500 

0,900 

5,345 

10,116 

6,675 

S.C. 

4.644 

4,365 

4.103 

4,513 

4,827 

4,13o 

Ga. 

7.470 

7,254 

7,066 

7,632 

0,245 

7,054 

Fla . 

2,309 

2,154 

2,150 

2, 443 

2,667 

2,294 

Ky« 

12,508 

11,257 

11,403 

I2,v-0i 

12;  539" 

11,063 . ‘ 

Term. 

13,425 

12,217 

12,584 

13,339 

14,156 

12,712 

Ala . 

7,152 

A  Ar17. 
y»  i  ( -j 

6,473 

■  6,062 

7,090 

6 , 237 

Miss. 

6,135 

6,503 

7,023 

7,171 

6,504 

Ark. 

0,540 

7,522 

7, 

0,530 

0,071 

0,401 

La. 

4.94 

4,063 

4,063 

4,724 

3,269 

4,307 

Okie . 

13,036 

13,2o3 

13,626 

15,107 

15,561 

15,457 

Ten. 

-■21-,-652-  = 

-2CV156' 

..18,5.25. 

. 21,139  .... 

24,-124  _ . 

22,673 . 

Mont . 

2,757 

2,545 

2,556 

2,466 

2,676 

2,o63 

Idaho 

2,200 

2,090 

2,194 

2,4M| 

2,562 

2,720 

V/yo . 

-99 

605 

793 

3  2b 

955 

530 

Colo . 

4,070 

3,752 

3,902 

4,214 

l\  $  2uu 

4,502 

M.Mex. 

1,072 

965 

0  .JO 

577 

1,119 

1,101 

Ariz . 

555 

655 

720 

064 

735 

676 

Utah 

1,436 

1,436 

1,405 

1,642 

l,30b 

1.9$ 

Lev. 

260 

. 234.. 

251 

271 

280 

206 

Y/c  s  h. 

5,651 

5,577 

6,134 

7,054 

0,313 

7,572 

Oreg. 

3,501 

3,326 

3,326 

3,692 

4,251 

4,049 

Calif . 

14,313 

13,160 

13,026 

15,205 

17,342 

15,250 

U.S. 

0745, loo 

417,755" 

424,227 

448,665 

■463,364 

4/4,481 
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ESTI2.vi.T3D  IIUMBEK  AIL  VALUE  OF  ALL  CHICIC3ITS 
Oi:  FAPJS  01!  JAITUAEY  1,  1J2<\  -  I929. 

3y  Stntos 


State  : 

Value  of  chickens 

per  head  January  1. 

19?e. 

*  m 

1SSs.  : 

13fZ.  ! 

m.  ■■ 

m 

Me. 

125 

125 

132 

132 

136 

140 

1T.H. 

145 

140 

14S 

153 

150 

150 

Vt. 

122 

122  ■ 

130 

132 

130 

130 

Ma  s  s . 

160 

150 

165 

155 

160 

160 

B.I. 

1&5 

160 

170 

l60 

160 

157 

Conn. 

. 1.45... 

. 415... 

.  .15.5 

150 

155 

155 

IT  .Y . 

114 

112 

121 

120 

n7 

123 

IT.  J. 

140 

140  ■ 

149 

146 

130 

145 

Pa. 

100 

10b 

115 

115 

114 

121 

Ohio 

85 

09 

100 

100 

. 93  - 

. 97" 

Ind. 

75 

82 

34  ■ 

95 

83 

95 

Ill. 

oO 

.  85 

56 

56 

51 

101 

Midi  e 

3i 

5° ' 

36 

90 

9? 

103 

Y7is . 

. ..7.1... 

80 

00 

■  31 

OO 

55 

Minn. 

bu 

'  77' 

bO 

'""■■73 . 

. 73"" 

Iov/a 

73 

73 

55 

90 

84 

90 

Mb . 

72 

72 

8l 

35 

85 

83 

IT. I). 

54 

50 

70 

71 

70. 

V 

S.D. 

55 

62 

73 

82 

74 

53 

Lehr . 

6r  2 

^b  ■ 

7-1 

oO 

75 

34 

Mans . 

GO  ’ 

03 

77 

03 

75 

ol 

Del. 

100 

100 

. 115: . 

'  ’  120' 

4-105 . 

. 109"' 

Ild. 

95 

H3 

112 

.4-'  100 

104 

'7  3  t 

33 

90 

92 

91 

35 

W.Va. 

o2 

83 

95 

S2 

3° 

-92 

1T.C . 

77 

78 

oO 

ol 

ol 

32 

s.c. 

73 

73 

73 

•  # 

*  73 

72 

Qa  • 

7C; 

75 

74 

7S 

7-1 

72 

Fla. 

JO 

. 95. 

105 

.  100. 

05 

97 

My. 

rp 

65. 

74 

"  80 

77 

"32 

Tenn.  ' 

63 

bo 

73 

77 

73 

75 

Ale  . 

65 

6b 

37 

70 

67 

70 

Miss. 

4 

70 

70 

71 

7° 

7? 

Ark. 

50 

53 

67 

37 

62 

6b 

La. 

37 

77 

78 

77 

ol 

Okla. 

.  63 

74 

oO 

73 

78 

Tex. 

. 5.4 

64 

69 

72 

67. 

by;.... 

Mont . 

62 

7° 

7i 

06 

83 

84 

Idaho 

f 

01 

70 

75 

73 

79 

Wyo . 

Colo. 

6  2 

66 

J°7 

73 

73 

oO 

78 

oO 

74 

b2 

75 

IT.  Max. 

6  b 

75 

ol 

74 

76 

Ariz. 

bo 

50 

100 

95 

55 

100 

Utah 

^  0 

DU 

66. 

1° 

75 

75 

ol 

. 9&._. 

100 

Wash. 

o2 

oO 

95 

105 

30 

55 

Oreg. 

50  ’ 

53 

54 

CK 
^  J 

51 

-94 

Calif. 

55 

55 

110 

120 

103 

103 

U.S. 

76.09 

75.20 

.V-,  ^ 

oo.ol 

91.07 

’86.07 

91.30 
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Table 

xhvii-c. 

ESTIMATED.  IfJMJ 

IR  .AID  VALUI 

)  OF 

.vLL  OHIO  FBI 

0 

OH  FjfeiS  OH 

JANUARY  1, 

.152 

7  -  13  2 '5.  6. 

By  States 

Total  valne  of 

chickens  Jr 

nuc 

ry  1  (Thonsa 

nds  of  do  11° 

rs ) 

o  06  : 

1924 

:  1525  i 

•  J  . 

182b  ■  - 

•  • 

• 

1527  : 

1320  .  :  . 

1525 

Me. 

2  >659 

P  /•  /A 
—  9  ^p  r° 

.2,533" 

'  2,505 

2,747 

2,677 

HAH. 

1>3h 

i,774 

1,075 

1,500 

2,004 

1,506  . 

Vt . 

1,20b 

1,103 

l,26l 

1,315 

1,352 

1,271 

Mass . 

3,314 

3,045 

3,550 

3,021 

3,243 

3,lo6 

R.I. 

546 

5?o 

6ia 

,  1 

613 

655 

614 

Conn. 

. 295‘-0 

- 2,464.  _  _ 

. 2,765 . 

2,730 

...3*9.40 . 

.  .3,1.51  ... 

hay. 

16,412 

15,53  ■ 

■  -  16,073 

17.70 

16, 008  ■ 

17,155 

IT.  J. 

£,317 

5,074 

6,440 

6,625 

6,076 

6,711 

*Do 
-U  c 

10,501 

15,064 

20,300 

21,578 

22,658 

23,031 

Ohio 

10,301 

10,597 

22,643 

23,545 

22,215 

22,485 

Ind. 

14,596 

14,522 

16,31b 

17,354 

15,861 

16,464 

Ill. 

22,053 

22,056 

25,453 

26,472 

25,006 

27,419 

Mich. 

Wis . 

11,407 

....10,033 

11,660 

10,626 

13,061 

12,156 

14,134 
13,576. . 

13,932 

13,023 

14,930 
..13,744 . 

"linn. 

10,460 

11,715 

13,157 

13,021 

12,256 

13,755 

Iowa 

23,764 

23,014 

27,753 

2vj,6'25 

27,166 

20,8077 

Mo . 

23,028 

20,150 

24,243 

26,573 

26,573 

2b ,531 

IT .  D . 

O  p  r7  ^ 

2,-^rr 

3,035 

3,603 

3,737 

3,611 

4,056 

S.D. 

5,463 

4,951 

5,007 

6,745 

6,252 

7,032 

ITebr . 

o,60b 

7,508 

9,007 

10,84c 

10,340 

11,316 

Mans. 

13,500 

13,750 

16,470 

16,205 

16,775 

16,151 

Del. 

1 , 547 

1,392 

1 ,  oO  1 

1,721 

1,535 

1,514 

Lid . 

4,4b  0 

A,  1C-3 

5,033 

5,20. 

4,762 

4,651. 

Va. 

0,674 

7,007 

0,635 

5,532 

5,915 

9,36b 

IV.  V  a. 

4l,  0n2 

3,602 

4,214 

5-,  203 

4,272 

4,272 

HAC. 

7,305 

6,542 

7,120 

7,565 

0,154 

7,H4 

S.C. 

3,390 

3,106 

2,955 

3,520 

3,524 

2,979 

Ga. 

5,235 

5,440 

5,225 

5,000 

5,054 

5,075 

Fla . 

2,032 

2,0  J4 

2,250 

2,4-0 

2,267 

1,556 

Ky. 

3,130 

n  nf -7 

t  ’  (4 

o,497 

5,521 

5,655 

3,072 

Tenn. 

O  a  ro 

0,453 

O,30O 

5,  lob 

10,271 

10,334 

5,534 

Ala . 

4,075 

4,207 

4,337 

4,603 

4,750 

4,36b 

Miss. 

4,704 

4, 234 

6,552 

4,546 

5,02c 

4,740 

Ark. 

4,950 

4,363 

5,252 

5,715 

5,500 

5,713 

La. 

3,431 

2,722 

3,i?3 

3,550 

3,303 

3,405 

Okie . 

7*740 

0,360 

10,003 

12,0 06 

11,360 

12,056 

Tex. 

12,553 

12,807 

12,702 

15,220 

16,163 

15,191 

Mont . 

1,734 

1,702 

1,043 

1,873 

2,221 

2,405 

Idaho 

1,232 

1,275 

1,536 

l,olC 

1,870 

2,155 

Wyo . 

p57 

56b 

575 

66-2 

762 

763 

Colo . 

2,651 

2,5!4 

2,04  O' 

3,287 

3,173 

3,yb 

IT.  Ilex. 

713 

650. 

666 

751 

82  0 

pi 

Ari  z  • 

524 

530 

720 

021 

638 

676 

Utah 

9^10 

1,060 

1,232 

1,354 

!,57i 

Hev. 

233 

loO 

226 

. 244 . 

. 274 . . 

2<j6 

Wa  sh . 

4,667 

4,462 

5,827 

7,407 

7,462 

7,153 

Oreg. 

3,151 

2,761 

3.12  b 

3,507 

3,595 

3,60b 

Calif. 

13,597 

12,510 

15,205 

lo,251 

17 , CO 2 

Ib,c22 

U.S  .  • 

341,765 

330,871 

375,500 

706,615 

358,830- 

405,796 
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Table  XXVIII  a-e.  NUMBER  AND  VALUE  0?  CHICKENS  RAISED,  CONSUMED  AND  SOLD 

1924  -  1928. 


Number  of  chickens  raised  in  1924  based  primarily  upon  farmers  estimates 
given  to  enumerators  in  January,  1925.  Owing  to  shortage  in  these  Census  returns 
due  probably  to  memory  bias,  and  upon  evidence  of  a  larger  production  drawn  from 
studies  of  movement  of  chickens  into  consumption,  the  Census  figures  have  been 
increased  a  flat  8  per  cent  in  all  states,  with  an  additional  increase  equal  to 
the  assumed  incompleteness  of  the  1925  Census  enumerations  in  certain  stokes. 


This  increase  is  believed  to  be  conservative  and  is  only  sufficient  to  take 
care  of  the  minimum  total  indicated  consumption,  after  allowing  for  production  off 
chicken  farms,  for  replacement  of  old  birds  lost 'and  for  net  difference  in  numbers 
of  birds  at  beginning  and  end  of  the  year. 


To  secure  net  production  (numbers  of  chickens  "produced" ) , 
made  for  the  replacement  of  nature  chickens  lost  during  the  year, 
ing  figure  of  number  "produced"  is  intended  to  approximate  the  net 
chickens  produced  that  are  consumed  on  the  farm,  sold,  or  retained 
of  flocks,  as  distinguished  from  the  number  "raised". 


a  deduction  is 
This  result- 
number  of 
for  increase 


Estimates  for  number  of  chickens  raised  in  years  1925-1927  we re  without 
factual  basis  and  were  fixed  on  the  assumption  that  numbers  raised  would  tend  to 
change  in  the  same  proportion  as  numbers  on  hand  at  the  close  of  the  year. 
Estimates  for  numbers  raised  in  1928  were  based  mainly  upon  the  evidence  of  change 
in  numbers  raised  in  the  two  years  as  reported  by  crop  correspondents  in  their 
annual  reports  of  January  1,  1928,  and  1929,  with  some  reliance  in  states  where 
these  data,  were  scanty  or  doubtful  upon  the  assumption  of  relationship  in  trend 
as  numbers  raised  to  numbers  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year. 


Number  of  old  chickens  lost  is  set  at  the  flat  figure  of  12  per  cent  of 
the  numbers  on  hand  January  1  on  the  evidence  of  flock  records  in  various  states 
and  upon  the  results  of  the  special  inquiry  incorporated  in  Table  IX. 

Estimates  of  chickens  consumed  in  1924  are  based  upon  study  of  the  apparent 
disappearance  on  farms  in  Census  years,  i.  e.  ,  raised  less  mortality,  sales  and 
increase;  and  upon  studies  of  consumption  of  poultry  on  farms  as  shown  by  various 
surveys  and  by  the  reports  of  crop  correspondents.  Eor  change  in  consumption  in 
years  1925-28,  very  little  direct  information  is  available.  Eased  mainly  upon 
changes  in  prices  of  poultry  and  the  relation  of  poultry  prices  to  prices  for  meat 
animals,  especially  perm,  beef  and  mutton;  and  upon  the  relative  consumption  in 
farm  households  from  year  to  year  as  indicated  by  reports  of  poultrymen  to  poultry 
extension  offices  in  a  few  states. 


Estimates  of  sales  of  chicken  in  1924,  Eased  upon  study  of  receipts  at 
city  markets ,  upon  quantities  of  poultry  moved  by  rail,  and  upon  other  available 
evidence  of  consumption  off  chicken  farms,  including  indicated  supply  per  capita 
from  estimated  sales  reported  by  farmers  to  Census  enumerators  in  1910  and  1920. 

Sales  1925-23  represent  the  number  of  chickens  available  for  sale,  after 
tailing  from  the  estimated  number  raised  the  estimated  replacements  and  farm  con¬ 
sumption  and  allowing  net  for  the  incref?.se  or  decreo.se  in  holdings  January  1. 

Price  per  head  is  based  upon  the  reported  average  monthly  farm  price 
(Jweignted  by  monthly  marketings)  times  an  assumed  average  weight  of  bird.  The 
weight  per  bird  is  derived  from  the  1920  Census  value  per  head  of  chickens  sold 
in  1919  divided  by  the  1919  weighted  price  per  pound  of  chicken  sold.  In  other 
words,  the  price  differential  in  the  different  states  rests  largely  upon  the 
Census  prices  of  1919,  adjusted  to  a  1924  level  of  prices,  and  upon  the  assumption 
tnat  the  average  weight  of  chickens  produced  was  the  sane  in  1919  and  in  1924. 
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Table  XXVIII. 


TSTIMATm)  IvtmjR.  OF  GHICT3NS  RAISED,  A1TD 
NUMBER  PRODUCED,  COESU13D  OH  FlIS,  AHD 
SOLD,  1924  -  1929,  BY  GEOGRAPHIC  DIVISIONS. 


(See  bottom  of  page  67) 

This  assumption  may  have  resulted  in  a  price  somewhat  too  high,  in  the  later 
year^ because  of  the  probability  that -the  average  weight  per  bird  is  decreasing 
somewhat.  Absolute  figures  on  this  point  are  lading.  Gross  income  is  defined  as 
value  consumed  on  farms  (in  the  farm  household)  plus  stile  (or  cash  income  from  sales}- 
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Tatle  XXVII I  -a 


ITUI.IBER  OF  CKICKTFS  LAISED 
‘  AMD  SOLD  3Y  FAE2!S, 


,  GOtfSUMJ  L, 

1924- 


Table  XXVII I ~b. 


MJII3SR  OP  CHICKENS  RAISED,  0CF3HK 
AND  SOLD  BY  PAIRS,  1925. 


IUU.OJULJ,  UUIYDUmaJJ 

AND  SOLD  BY  FARMS,  llj2b. 


State 


Number  of  chickens  ~  Thousand’s’:  Price 

iper :hoad* . 
(cents)  {Raised 


Value  of  chickens 

...dollars  i n  tlipuc nr. 
Prcaaced:  Gross  Income 


Mo. 

N.H. 

Vt. 

Mass 

R.I. 

Conn... 

]J.Y. 

N.J. 

Pa. 

Ohio 

Ind. 

Ill. 

Mich. 

Wis._ 

Minn . 

Iowa 

Mo . 

N.Dak 

S  .Dak. 

Nobr. 

Kans . 

Dei;' 

Md. 

Va. 

W.Va. 

IT.C. 

S.C. 

Ga. 

Flo. 

W-" 

Tenn. 

Ala. 

Miss. 


3*120 

2,7bA 

1,656 

3,834 

605 

~  3.I46 

17,434 

6,66a 


.23,478 

33,318 

30,039 

37*954 

15,263 


.  A  t  a  yyj. 
23,990 
4%  129 
42,792 
6,413 
12,141 
22,527 
32,624 
•'1,823' 

7.454 

19,043 

6,132 

18,087 

5,173 

14,730 

3,440 

'20,327  ' 
19,970 
11,442 

II.989 


2*885 
2,612 
1,540 
3,5?0 
562 

. 2,9.32  . 

15.761 

6,145 

21,29_A 

"30,601' 

27.956 
34,772 
17,t)30 

...16,229 
21,940 
-  40,387 
39,200 
5,76o 
n,i73 

20.956 

-«■ 
6,920 
18,492 
5,600 
17,019 
8,681 
13,8 


886 


3,102 

-13,-935- 

10,466 

10,665 

11,209 


Ark. 

12,608 

11,740 

La. 

7,1# 

6,660 

‘Okla . 

24,762 

27,127 

Tex. 

30,055 

20,072 

Mont ." 

"  3V26-S- 

"  2,957' 

‘Idaho 

3,264 

3,001 

Wyo . 

1,268 

i,i73 

Colo . 

6,105 

5,717 

N.Mc-x. 

1,267 

1,180 

Ariz. 

1,132 

1,046 

Utah 

2,055 

1,826 

Ngw. 

369 

339 

Wa  s  h. 

9,950 

5,21A 

Orc-g. 

4,999 

A,  600 

Calif. 

18,480 

i6,021 

UVSV" 

557; VOS" 

006,805 

808 

382 

440 

710 

> 
. 637.. 

4459 

852 

.6,294. 

8,ob$ 

8,730 

9,646 

5,167 

...3, .700.. 
7,032 
9,236 
11,431 

3,109 

4,200 

7,5J7 

10,164 

. 506" 

2,457 

0,009 . 

2,580 

9,oio 

6,421 

0,845 

1,433 

"9,784" 

9,091 

7.193 

M35 

6,028 

A,  22o 
11,084 
l3,3l9 
-1,902'-- 
1,456 

57-6 

p  71  o 
- , .  j  r  j 

6.31 

291 

615 

123 

2,639 

1,761 


2,136 

2,255 

1,071 

2,961 

444 

--,2*253 

10,823 

5,<>77 

14,070 

20 , 726 
18,272 
24,065 
11,646 

9,424 

14,870 

30,528. 

25,973 
2,830 
6,812 
12,916 
20 , 306 
■"'1,119" 

8,31b 

2,887 

6,764 

1,050 

4,475 

1,451 

"0,247 

8,620 

3,083 

3,854 

5,080 

1,773 

10,562 

7,239 

'  I,  lei  6 
1,325 
552 
3,086 
410 
bll 
1,070 


050 
236V081 


5.655 
2.4Z3 
11, 3i- 

347.571' 


106 

103 

109 

105 

125 

l?.p 

96 

126 

99 

Be 

8/ 

89 

39 

81 

”75 


65 

74 

7^ 

7.1 


80 

58 

bl 

bl 

88 

Di. 

b/ 

55 
5 

4 

6b 

60 

'63 

68 

69 

75 

71 

83 

56 
93 

6? 

60 


: Consumed : 
:on  farm  : 

*  » 

Sold 

(cash 

income) 

3»3°7 

3,058 

856 

2,264 

2,847 

2,690 

393 

2,323 

1,805 

1,679 

480 

1,167 

4,02b 

3,770 

746 

3,109 

756 

_  7?2 

120 

555 

,.93.2. 
^•73  7 
8,597 
23,241 
28,653 
25,233 

33,779 

17.144 

14,488 

17,992 

37,510 

33,378 

4,168 

8,984 

17,121 

23,163 

m 

12,964 
4,906 
10,490 
5,536 
0,905 

3,027 

13,009' 

12,785 

6,293 

6,834 

3,247 

•>,575 

16,343 

1^,537 
2,-'V4  ' 
2,220 
375 
4.659 
914 

940 

1,215 

r 

6 , 36c 


15,131 
7,927 
21,081 
"  26',  317" 

23,483 

30,947 

19,691 

--.13,1.45... 

16,455 

34,329 

30,576 

3,744 

8,268 

15,927 

21,340 

. 1,611"-- 

6,020 
12,205 
480 
871 
p,295 
9,470 
2,800 
'12,127-- 
11,810 
5 , 866 
6,389 

7,631 
4,262 
15,264 
17,203 
1,-863--- 
2,041 
809 
4,200 


A 

'-f»‘ 

9, 


n 
J30 


.1 


r; 

J9 


3  »  GG8 

11,003 


36  ( 

117 

?5 

097 

,174 


4,473 

1,099 

6,231 

7.713 
7,333 
0,585 

4,599 

._4j6i_7_. 

7)851 

0,916 

2,021 

3,108 

5.713 
7,216 

. 485" 

2,138 

5,814 

2,064 

5,690 

3.917 
5,395 
1,261 

"6,262 

5,818 

3,956 

3,096 

3.918 
2,705 

7,315 
11,291 
-1,198 

990 

377 

1.739 

4°4 


7^  04301 ,  J20 


242 

359 
114 

1,68s 
1,215 

.  49  *.753 . 2 ,430  6 , 833 

462,540  176,902  *  274,72s 


...2,024. 

10 , 390 
6,549 
13,9.29 
17,824' 

15,34§ 

21,418 

10,365 

..7,633. 
11,152 
25,949 
20,259 
1,840 
5,oai 
9,816 
14,417 
I Vo 85  ' 

3,651 

5,805 

2,310 

3,923 

1,128 

2,730 

■m 

IM 

2,197 

3,302 

1,135 

6,971 

4,343 

747"' 
901 
408 

2,314 

291 

507 

621 

182 

3,619 

i,7®6 
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NUUBER  OF  CHICKMS  Hi  IS  21),  iOOHSUlED 
AHD  SOI!)  BY  FARMS ,  lcj2'/* 


Humber  of  chickens  -  Thousand's":  Prico  ;  Value  of  chickens  - 
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Table  XXVIII -a . 


NUMBER  OX  CHICIOTS  RAISED,  CONSUMED 
Am)  SOLD  BY  FABLE,  1928. 


Humber  of  chickens  - 

• . . . . . 

State  :Raisod:Producod:Consumr d 


:io. 
N.H. 
Vt. 
Mess . 

R. I. 

Con?;* . 

'  IT.Y. 
IT.  J. 

Pa . _ 

Ohio 
Ind . 
Ill. 
Mich. 
T/is... 
Minn. 
Iowa 
Ho . 

IT.  Dak 

S. Dak 
ITobr. 
Kans . 
Del.' 
Md. 
Va. 
W.7a. 
IT.C. 
S.C. 
Gc. 
Fla. 

'Xy'."" 

Tonn. 

iilc  . 

Miss . 
Ark. 

La  . 

Okla. 

Tex. 

Mont . 

Idaho 

Wyo . 

Colo . 

IT. Hex, 

Ari  z . 

Utah 

Nov. 

Y/ash. 

Oreg. 

Calif 

U.S." 


Thousands 
Sold 


Pr.ico 
per  head: 
(cents)  : 


3,23o 

2,757 
1 ,652 
3,601 
559 

-m 

6,334 

23,242 

31,435 

29,047 

37» J59 
15,070 

.17,642.. 

24,250 

42,271 

4J,337 

6,411 

12, 00O 

22»752 

3.4,60o 


2,956 

2,557 

I, 527 

3,436 
5  BO 

.3., .54-0 
14,557 
5,623 
20,037 

20,905 
27,70 o 
34,562 

MM. 

22,215 

36,350 

37,529 

5,792 

II, 066 
21,058 

31,923 


m  .  . 

399 

460 

7-3 

100 

66  ^ 

1  36T 

T  »  “  _  r 


689 

-6,57?. 

9,363 

5,H3 

10,070 

5,394 


7,342 

5,642 

11,533 

3,246 

4,364 

7,847 

10,611 


2,263 

1,129 

2,733 

471 

— 2^.777 

io,475 

4,900 

15,126 

26,306 

19,065 

24,623 

12,455 

...10,447 

14,676 

25,063 

26,726 

2,382 

7,455 

13,567 

21,275 


107 

104 
110 

105 
120 
117- 

97 

133 

100 


7 

90 

£ 

4 

05 

P 

63 

78 

75 

70 


Value  of  chickons  -  ? 7 

dollars  in  th  usnnds. 
RaisedjProduccd:  Gross  income 
:  : Consumed:  So id 

:  :on  farm  :  (cash 

j _ _ :  income) 


3: .465 

3,206 

503 

2,422 

2S067 

2,701 

4!5 

2,354 

1.817 

1,600 

506 

1 , 242 

3, of  5 

3,610 

778 

2,370 

719 

660 

120 

565 

.2,417.. 

...4,142... 

. 7-7.8.- 

...3,249.. 

16,181 

14,508 

‘"r ,  716 

10,lb5 

8,491 

7,745 

1,182 

6,623 

23,242 

20,357 

6,570 

15,120 

20,333 

25,702 

8,333 

16,0 74 

25,660 

23,025 

7,^37 

16,413 

34,073 

31,106 

9,063 

22,341 

17,354 

15,700 

4,900 

11,374 

.14.630.. 

4 ,  ObO 

...8, .5.6.7. 

10,415 

16,003 

5,500 

11,154 

35,539 

32,632 

1,196 

24,721 

32,656 

25,648 

9,427 

21,114 

4.039 

3,643 

2*045 

1*501 

10,046 

5,255 

3,420 

5,81o 

17,064 

15,029 

5,069 

10,175 

24, 226 

22,346 

7,420 

14,892 

1,640 

!.4^5 

405 

1,063 

6,169 

5,66b 

2,257 

3,630 

11,969 

11,060 

6,253 

5, 510 

4,650 

4,205 

2,101 

2,106 

5,576 

0,974 

5,9*10 

3,770 

4,944 

4,603 

3,955 

1,054 

7,679 

7,105 

5,356 

2,440 

2,437 

2,151 

1,152 

1,326 

11,403 

10,410 

6,741 

4,643 

11,232 

10,162 

5,575 

5,093 

5.617 

e  1/c, 

4,130 

1,488 

1,772 

7,010 

17,602 

5.561 
16,514 
6,360 
13,239 
..  3»l6S.. 
17,270 
17,829 
10,212 
10,250 

12,309 

6,111 

2 A, 019 

26,976 


1,557 

6,435 

16,254 

5,351 

15,300 

7,801 

12,290 

2,845 

15,773 

16,130 

5,361 

5,3^5 

11,324 

5,556 

22,152 

26,0ol 

"3,214 

3,223 

1,247 

5,732 

1,175 
770 
2,060 
3'ro 
6,4o; 
.  4,646 

y-VV 


522 

2,565 

5.196 

2,653 

10,241 

6,703 

9,234 

1,436 

16,214 

9,490 

7,509 

7,i35 

6,253 

4,412 

n,57i 

19,646 

1,986" 

1,520 

570 

2,421 

711 

304 

640 

123 

2,755 

1 , 03O 
4,22, 
246,455' 


1 , 14o 
4,125 
3,115 
2,o02 
6,500 
1,707 
4,207 
1,722 
"7,635' 
3,0  04 

2,705 
2,041 
5,501 
1 , 166 
10,685 
7,886 
'"1,213 
1,603 
772 
3,466 
462 

533 

1,280 

214 

6,393 

3,02.0 

12,345 

"352,130 


3? 

JO 

63 

7  8 

56 

55 

58 

. 77 

bo 

63 

55 

54 

bl 

65 

65 

59 

-55- 

n 

75 

to 

63 

7° 

04 

64 

60 
7>  55 


3,535 

5,530 

1,361 

6,247 

1,305 

866 

2,277 

375 
9,405 
-  5,131 
16,566 
634,260 


5,535 
7,557 
3,572 
13,612 

.17*996 

2,290 

2,' 


57 


050 
4,560 
090 
719 
1,435 
262 
6,019 
3,284 

h  9,940  _  . 

467,266 ' 4445,53c 


p,o7o 

6,908 

3,637 

14,395 

15,300 

"2,o'89 

2,159 

.  023 

4»  104 

795 

646 

1,250 

230 

5,3oo 

2,954 

8,691 


3,o53 

1 —  ^ 

7,521 

n,59i 

-T,29i 

1,018 

376 

1*707 

403 

252 

407 

90 

1,763 

1,176 

...2,537. 
170, 154 
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Table.  XXVII-f 

NUMBER  OF  CHICKENS  RAISED,  CONSUMED  AND  SOLD  BY  FARMS,  1929 


State : 

Number  of  chickens  in  thousands  . : 
Raised:  '.Produced:  Consumed:;  Sold 

t  'l.  i 

i  ■'  i  . 

i  i 

,  i 

[  '  j  *  .  J 

Price 
per  head 
(cents) 

Yalue  of  chickens 
dollars  in  thousands 

Raised  ^produced 

Gross  income 

Consumed 
on  farm 

;  Sold 
■ (cash  in- 
!  come) 

Me . 

3 , 562 

3,333 

•  827 

. 2 , 363- 

110 

3 , 918 

-■  3,666 

910 

2,599 

N.H. 

2,978 

2,825  • 

379' 

2,336 

109  V 

3,246 

3 , 079 

413 

..  2,546 

Vt. 

1,900 

1,783 

483  , 

1,1.83 

114 

2,166 

2,033 

551 

1,349 

Mass  . 

4,049 

3,810 

719  ■ 

2,930 

105  J' , 

4,251 

4,000 

755 

37076 

R.  I . 

671 

624 

105  . 

494 

125  V,: 

839 

78.0 

131 

618 

Donn. 

4,077 

3,830 

732 

2,936 

118 

4,811 

4 , 519 

864 

3,464 

N.Y.  . 

18 ,349 

16,671  - 

5,156 

10,874 

TOO 

18,349 

16,671 

5,156 

TO ,  8 ’74 

N.J.  , 

6,767 

6,212 

845-  . 

5,114 

128 

8 , 662 

7 , 951 

1,082 

.  6,546 

Pa. 

26,961 

24,677  .. 

6,964' 

15,929 

104 

28,039 

25,664 

.  7,243 

16,566 

Ohio 

36,610 

33,828 

9,269 

22,790 

90 

32,949 

30 , 445 

8,342 

20,511 

Ind. 

32,832 

30,752  • 

-  9 , 204 

20,144 

88 

28,892 

■  27,062 

8,100 

. 17,727 

Ill. 

40,888 

37,630 

10,070  . 

25 ,950 

89 

.36,390 

33,491 

8,962 

. 23,096 

Mich . 

21,950 

20,190 

5,826 

13,270 

93 

20 , 395 

18,777 

5,413 

12,341 

Wis . 

19,626 

17,890 

6,070 

10,965 

83 

16,290 

14,849 

5,038 

9,101 

Minn . 

28,107 

26,018 

7 , 342 

17,460 

76 

r  21,361 

19,774 

5,580 

‘  1 3 7270 

Iowa 

48 , 612 

44,771 

9,738 

32,325 

83 

40 , 34-8 

37,160 

8,083 

26,830 

Mo . 

46,297 

42 , 625 

12,172 

27,935 

80 

37,038 

34,100 

9,738 

22 , 348 

N.Dak. 

7,437 

6,798 

3,376 

3,075 

62 

4,611 

■  4,215 

2,093 

1,906 

S  .Dak. 

14,812 

13,795 

4,691 

8,489 

7:7 

11,405 

10,622 

3,612 

6  ,'537 

Nehr . 

25 , 937 

24,320 

8,632 

14,356 

74 

19,193 

17,997 

6,388 

10,623 

Kans . 

35,646 

32,957  . 

11,035 

20,735 

70 

24,952 

-  23,070 

7,724 

14,514 

Del . 

T ,  949 

1,782 

496 

1 , 254 

96 

1,871 

.  1,711 

476 

1,204' 

Md. 

7,501 

6,960 

2,565 

4,295 

90 

6,751 

6 , 264 

2,308 

3,866 

Va. 

18,482 

17,297  . 

3 , 828:.  . 

8,145 

69 

12,753 

. 11,935 

6,091 

.  5,620 

W.Va 

6 , 438 

5,881  ■ 

2,639 

3,009 

79 

5,086 

4 , 646 

2 , 085 

2,377 

N.C. 

18,165 

17,124 

9,729 

7,301 

59 

10,717 

10,103 

5 , 740 

4,308 

S.C. 

8,631 

•  8,134 

6 , 234 

1,879 

62 

5,351 

5,043 

3 , 865: 

1,165 

Ga . 

14,033 

13,187 

8,495 

4,513 

60 

8 , 420 

7,912 

5,097 

2,708 

Fla. 

3,482 

3,207 

1,421  > 

1,766 

79 

2,751 

2,534 

1,123 

'1,395 

Ky. 

19,524 

13,196 

10,827 

6 , 363 

67 

13 , 08 i 

12,19.1 

7,254 

4,263 

Tenn. 

17,329 

16,304 

9,490  • 

6,705 

65 

11,589 

10,598 

6,163 

4,358 

Ala. 

10,723 

9,975 

7,058 

2,499 

57 

6 , 112 

5,686 

4,023 

1,424 

Mi  s  s . 

10,250 

9,460 

6,850 

2 , 285 

56 

5,740 

5 , 298 

•  3,836 

1,280 

Ark. 

12,389 

11,381 

6,104 

4 , 930 

65 

8,053 

■  7,398 

3,968 

3,204 

La . 

6,355 

5,833 

4,412 

1 , 204 

65 

4,131 

3,795 

2,868 

783 

Okla . 

24,980 

23,125 

11,802 

10,927 

66 

16,487 

15,262 

7,789 

7,212 

Tex. 

30,715 

27,994 

18,467 

9,366 

60 

18,429 

16,796 

11,080 

5,620 

Mont . • 

3,394 

3,050 

1,887 

1,313 

64 

2,172 

1 , 952 

1,208 

840 

Idaho 

3,706 

3,379 

1,520 

1 , 925 

69 

2,557 

2,332 

1,049 

1,328 

Wyo .  • 

1,388 

1,276 

598 

637 

68 

944 

868 

407 

433 

Colo . 

6,872 

6,332 

2,615 

3,347 

74 

5,085 

4,686 

1,935 

2,477 

N .  Mex . 

1,440 

1,308 

768 

531 

70 

1,008 

916 

538 

372 

Ariz  . 

866 

785 

319 

466 

36 

745 

675 

274 

401 

Utah 

2,546 

2,313 

659 

1,429 

63 

1 , 604 

1,457 

415 

900 

Nev . 

412 

378 

128 

245 

73 

301 

276 

93 

179 

Wash. 

11,286 

10,377 

2,755 

7,279 

68 

7,674 

7,056 

1 , 873 

4 , 950 

Oreg. 

5,388 

4,902  • 

1,948  ■ 

3,100 

69 

3,718 

3,382 

1,344 

2,139  - 

Calif. 

20,756 

13,926 

4,228 

14,391 

62 

12 , 869 

11,734 

2.621 

•  8.922 

U.S  . 

697,548 

644,210 

246,477  ■ 

372,757 

80.53 

544,104 

502,431 

181,711 

300,170 
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HENS  AND  PULLETS  IN  EA.HK  ELOCKS 

The  monthly  and  annual,  changes  in  nujnbers  of  chickens  in  laying  flocks  are 
reflected  quite  closely  in  the  reported  number?  in  the  flocks  of  crop  correspondents 
on  the  first  day  of  each  month.  The  relative  numbers  on  January  1  shown  in  tables 
XXIXa-e  are  not  in  all  cases  in  agreement  with  the  relation  shown  in  the  estimates 
of  total  numbers  of  chickens  shown  in  table  XXVI,  both  because  the  latter  include 
other  chickens  in  addition  to  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age,  and  because  the  esti¬ 
mates  are  based  upon  a  larger  sample  and  take  into  consideration  other  sources  of 
information.  The  seasonal  trend  of  numbers  in  the 'laying  flock  is  shown  to  be 
surprisingly  uniform  from  year  to  year,  although  affected  by  the  trend  toward 
increase  or  decrease  in  size  of  flock  resulting  from  favorable  or  unfavorable 
returns  to  producers. 

Changes  in  average  numbers  per  flock  in  the  United  States  for  the  four  years 
.  1925-1923  are  shown  graphically  on  figure  12  ahd  the  numbers  for  1929  and  1930 

with  the  average  for  the  5  years  1925-1929  on  figure  13  ' 

,  Table  XXIXa-e.  ‘  ' 

The  average . numbers  shown  in  Table's  XXIXa-e  ,  of  hens  and  pullets  in  farm 
flocks,  monthly,  1925-1929",  relate  to  flocks  having  less  than  400  Hens  and  Pullets 
on  January  1  and  corresponding  numbers  in  other  months.  ‘ 

In  order  to  avoid  the  irregularity  in  the  averages  that  was  found  to  result 
from  the  inclusion  of  large  flocks' that  might  report  one' month  and  fail  to  report 
the  next,  large  flocks  were  excluded  from  the  tabulations  if  they  numbered  as  much 
as  or  more  than  400  in  January,  February,' March  and  December;  390  in  April,  375 
in  May,  370  in  November,  355  in  June,  340  in  July  and  October, 330  in  August  and  320 
in  September.  In  view  of  the  tendency  toward  increase  in  the  proportion  of  com¬ 
mercial  flocks  this  exclusion  may  have  resulted  in  showing  averages  in  the  later 
years  relatively  too  low  compared  with  the  earlier  ones  'in  states  where  commercial 
flocks  have  a  considerable"  fraction  of  the  total  chickens,  but  its  effect  in  most 
states  would  not  be  large  and  the  U.  S.  total  is  no’t  likely  affected  more  than  one 
or  two  per  cent  in  any  one  year. 

These  averages  are  not  to  be  taken  as  representing  all  farms,  being  con¬ 
siderably  above  the  U.  S.  average  of  74-  head  of  chickens  reported  by  the  Census 
as  of  January  1,  1925,  for  farms  keeping  chickens.  They  do,  however,  reflect 
reasonably  well  for  most  states,  the  relative  size  of  flock,  in  successive  months 
and  years.  Comparisons  between  states  are  valid  for  states  of  similar  character, 
but  can  not  be  fairly  made  between  all  states;  for  instance,  between  southern  and 
northern  states,  because  the  reported  figures  'for  the  south  are  relatively  much 
•  larger  compared  with  the  average  Census  farm  in  that  section,  than  the  spread  be¬ 
tween  the  reported  figures  from  crop  correspondents  and  those  of  Census  farms 
in  other  sections.. 


Figures  cor  a  few  of  tin.  smaller  states,  from  which  returns  tend  to  be  few, 
are  too  irregular  to  be  of  much  value  except  as  very  rough  approximations. 
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Trble  XXIX. 


NUifflXn  ox 

HXU’S  -ilTD  TULLXTS  PER  FARI.I  FLOCK 
’ LY  ■  '  - 

GEOGRAPHIC  DIVISIOI'TS 
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hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age  in  Farm  FLOCks  on 
First  Day  of  Each  Month,  1925-1928 
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JAN.  FEB.  MAR.  APR.  MAY  JUNE  JULY  AUG.  SEPT.  OCT.  NOV  DEC. 

NOTE:  BASED  UPON  MONTHLY  REPORTS  FROM  CROP  CORRESPONDENTS  COVERING  THEIR  OWN  FLOCKS 
BUT  LIMITED  TO  FLOCKS  OF  LESS  THAN  400  HENS  AND  PULLETS  ON  JAN.  I 


Hens  and  Pullets  of  Laying  Age  in  Farm  Flocks  on  First  Day  of  Each  Month 
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90 
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63 
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65 
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112 

111 

110 
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107 
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94 
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•  93 

95 
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Pa. 

115 

111 

107 

104 

58 

■92 

■69 
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JO 

........85 

91 

99 

Ohio 

11b 

116 

111 

103 

100 

•  '  99 

91 

6.4 

:  04 

.  03 

.93 

..  105 

Ind. 

115 

118 

114 

112 

107 

■  .100 

97 

32 

91 

ck 

10a 

103 

Ill. 

I25 

12.0 

125 

123 

1b 

107 

102 

p8 

91 

■  Tr 

107 

116 

llich. 

95 

91 

91 

px 

00 

79 

74 

83 

:  65 

66 

79 

bO 

V/i  s . 

—34 

....93-- 

. .  9.Q 

_ .3.3 

_ 00 

:  ol 

...7.8. 

-.-7.3 

•  72 

-73- 

03 

87 

Minn . 

100 

103 

97 

36 

'  98 

'■  -89 

OO 

00 

:  77 

84 

.  36 

36 

Iowa 

150 

152 

152 

147 

142 

136 

12.7. 

117. 

*  113 

115 

121 

Mo. 

144 

143 

140 

137 

12b 

ll6 

112 

105 

4  99 

107 

116 

12o  ; 

i .  a  D » 

74 

74 

72 

71 

69 

i  8^ 

83 

62 

:  61 

.  62 

87 

73  i 

S.E. 

114 

110 

10o 

100 

IO5 

:  9o 

94 

88 

•  87 

93 

97 

107 

Febr. 

nu 

114 

110 

103 

1C1 

i  95 

94 

91 

05 

:  90 

95 

105 

Fans . 

130 

141 

13b 

132 

123 

;  119 

114. 

112 

no 

111 

113 

131 

Eel. 

150 

176 

175 

172 

162 

■  152 

145 

136 

111 

101 

125 

141 

Md. 

lib. 

U7 

116 

104 

100 

:  97 

93 

88 

85 

.  on. 

\  OJ 

90 

111 

Va. 

34 

3  7 

83 

81 

75 

70 

.66 

64 

'  84 

•  k 

7° 

77 

V/.Ya. 

79 

79 

79 

76- 

72 

:  89 

67 

84 

61 

06 

67 

70 

F.C. 

59 

bo 

56 

56 

55 

49 

1  48 

45 

45 

■  44 

46 

47 

50 

S.C. 

5b 

59 

55 

50 

'  48 

45 

/[/- 

1  1 

45 

U  ■  43- 

49 

43 

Ga. 

56 

53 

51 

50 

46 

:  46 

45 

45 

45 

44' 

47 

47 

Fla. 

...54.. 

..53 

54 

--53 

.4  52. 

59 

49 

51 

..  ..5.2. 

_ 53 

55 

I<y. 

^3 

94 

80 

74 

Pi 

;  bO 

58 

54 

54 

60 

i&i 

65 

Tenn. 

02 

34 

82 

74 

66 

60 

59 

55 

58 

6l 

61 

&7 

Ala. 

56 

5  7 

53 

5i 

46 

45 

44 

43 

41 

42 

42 

46 

Li  s  s . 

54 

54 

52 

45 

48 

45 

44 

4? 

46 

45 

48 

Ark:. 

93 

66 

55 

P1 

50 

.  40 

47 

44 

4° 

48. 

5i 

53 

La . 

55 

60 

bO 

bO 

56 

53 

4S 

45 

51 

55 

56 

55 

Okla . 

lib 

114 

104 

102 

30 

-5 

o2 

bl 

81 

89 

94 

77 

104 

Tex. 

o  •’i 
jj 

.95... 

...94 

82 

78 

74 

7° 

63 

72 

74 

Oo 

Mont . 

64 

34 

b3 

33 

-7 

-O 

bO 

66 

55 

'  k 

52 

bo 

. 65 . . 

Idaho 

35 

02 

Ol 

79 

75 

72 

64 

65 

83 

72 

75 

f 

Wyo . 

ol 

73 

75 

73 

7° 

34 

oC 

5° 

59 

bl 

63 

6b 

Colo . 

bp 

76 

05 

05 

05 

ol 

72 

65 

65 

87 

74 

79 

F .Lex. 

?3 

65 

7? 

6  b 

.  34 

50 

55 

54 

5b 

60 

63 

68 

Ark. 

73 

o0 

71 

66 

60 

1  55 

52 

45 

55 

60 

65 

Utah 

jfe 

73 

75 

70 

70 

65 

59 

£0 

61 

58 

60 

84  . 

I.  Q  V  <* 

bo 

...5.Q.. 

9.9. 

...  .94 

..  99 

ub 

oO 

7° 

•  61 

70 

80 

Or 

OO. 

Wash . 

A 

35 

75 

75 

63 

466 

6r 

60 

.  58 

63 

64. 

65 

75 

Oreg. 

?4 

74 

75 

73 

71 

68 

85 

84 

83 

68 

73 

Calif 

bl 

73  . 

75 

.  .71 

70 

6b 

85 

62 

60 

59 

60 

63 

0  •  &  * 

- 1- 

cj2.1 

53.0  „ 

5.1 

bb'.  b 

61.1 

77.0 

73.6 

70.1 

63. 2 

72.2 

77.0  ' 

82.3 

82 


Table  XXIa-g 


NOMBM  OF-  '■ 

hspts  and  pullets  per  far::  flock,  1525,  by  states 


•IN 

FT, or: 

*“  OF 

C“  0? 

7*  r 

r  *  • 

State 

:  : 

: 

: 

: 

2 

Jan. : 

• 

Feb. : 

liar. 

April 

-  T.— -- 

June : 

July: 

• 

Aug.  : 

• 

Sept . : 

October 

:Uov  ember 

Doc ember 

Ho . 

6q 

60 

66 

£5 

60 

57 

52 

bO 

45 

56 

64 

70 

i:»h. 

70 

7° 

66 

6b 

60 

57 

55 

55 

50 

52 

60 

73 

vt. 

53 

45 

49 

5? 

51 

A  , ! 

74 

45 

42 

•'  52 

40 

46 

55 

I!ass. 

o2 

75 

oC 

74 

72 

bo 

ob 

bO 

67 

73 

79 

R.I. 

75 

oO 

oC 

75 

72 

65 

6l 

55 

50 

o3 

72 

06 

Conn. 

...70. 

74 

75- 

.  75 

71 

6b 

...63 

■  64 

72 

. 79. . 

. .76.. 

oO 

1T.Y. 

JO 

O  ; 
00 

3c 

75 

Z2 

72 

74 

67 

59 

IT.  J. 

116 

lOo 

104 

104 

53 

5  9 

•  75 

oJ 

7J 

v7 

59 

5° 

Pa . 

105 

107 

10  F 

102 

C.-l 

/r 

■50 

06 

23 

...  .75 

06 

.  56 

107 

Ohio 

'  Hi 

■  110 

107 

I06 

101 

54 

09 

05 

35 

95 

10b 

Ind. 

115 

11/ 

X*L7 

10  0 

lOo 

i  r\  ' 

56 

53 

67 

.06 

37 

1C  5 

114 

Ill. 

!23 

121 

122 

12C 

116 

10b 

93. 

54 

-'5 

52 

103 

112 

Hi  oh . 

07 

Go 

53 

75 

7  3 

75 

69 

67 

66 

64 

75 

oO  ' 

’.Vis’. 

..-5.2. 

51 

...3.1. 

j9 

-37. 

70 

.•-7-7. 

....73. 

—70 

. -74- 

. o/f . . 

. -3-2 . . 

Minn. 

103 

i02 

101 

99 

55 

09 

J3 

J2 

76 

ol 

°7 

104 

Iowa 

150 

150 

146 

C5 

141 

134 

127 

117 

110 

113 

121 

I30 

Ho . 

135 

132 

127 

126 

llo 

117 

103 

1C1 

57 

106 

123 

131 

N.D. 

74 

7b 

75 

73 

69 

6b 

63 

6c 

50 

61 

39 

75 

S  .Do 

lie 

117 

116 

115 

105 

101 

55 

52 

5° 

57 

102 

113 

ITebr . 

111 

lOo 

10  0 

110 

106 

95 

90 

37 

-3 

03 

57 

106 

Kens . 

139 

1/.2 

135 

133 

..1.25 

127’. 

120 

107 

59 

111 

120 

131 

Del. 

l^O 

140 

133 

i.29 

123 

127 

3.25 

125 

127 

131 

140 

155 

lid. 
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117 
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107 
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HUMBER  OF  YOUNG  CHICKENS  IN  FARM  FLOCKS,  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  AND 
GRAND  DIVISIONS?  JUNE  TO  OCTOBER,  1527  -  1930 

This  summary  of  reports  on  numbers  of  chicks  per  flock  shows  "by  Grand  Div¬ 
isions,  numbers  reported  for  the  different  months  since  the  inception  of  the  in¬ 
quiry,  The  numhers  shown  are  derived  from  the  state  averages  of  the  act4al 
numbers  reported  by  correspondents  reighted  by  the  number  of  farms  keeping  chickens 
as  reported  by  the  U.S.  Census  of  1925,  Reports  are  obtained  from  correspondents 
for  numbers  on' the  first  day  of  the  months  of  April,  May,  June,  July  and  October. 
Owing  to  the  effect  of  relative  earliness  of  the  season  the  numbers  reported  in 
April  signify  little  as  to  ultimate  totals.  The  May  indications  are  better  but 
still  doubtful.  The  June  reports,  after  hatchings  are  mostly  finished,  and  the 
heaviest  losses  of  young  chicks  are  over,  and  before  marketings  have  become  heavy, 
give  very  good  indications,  to  be  checked  later  by  those  for  July  and  October, 
which  when  taken  as  evidence  of  production  needs  to  be  considered  in  connection 
with  the  evidence  of  summer  and  early  fall  marketings. 

In  order  to  avoid  the  disturbing  influence  of  large  flocks  on  the  averages 
all  returns  were  excluded  in  which  the  member  of  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age 
was  equivalent  to  400  or  more  on  January  1,  and  also  all  showing  over  500  chicks 
and  young  chickens  where  the  number  of  young  birds  was  as  much  as  five  fold 
greater  than  the  number  of  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age. 

These  figures  are  repre sentative  of  changes  and  relative  numbers  of  young 
birds  in  flocks  of  crop  reporters  numbering  less  than  400  hens  and  pullets  of  laying 
age  on  January  1.  The  figures  are  probably  higher  than  the  average  for  all  farms, 
but  are  comparable  for  successive  months  and  years.  Numbers  shown  for  southern 
states  are  relatively  too  high,  compared  with  other  sections.  Returns  for  small 
states  are  less  dependable  owing  to  the  smaller  sample. 

The  state  averages  are  the  actual  averages  reported,  i.  e.,  total  number 
of  young  divided  by  the  total  number  of  flocks.  October  1929  and  1930  are  omitted 
because  a  change  in  the  schedule  of  inquiry  made  figures  not  comparable  with  pre¬ 
vious  years. 

The  figures  given  for  geographic  divisions  and  for  the  United  States  as  a 
whole,  differ  somewhat  from  those  previously  accepted  and  published  which  were 
estimated  partly  from  numbers  of  young  reported  per  farm,  and  partly  from  the 
relative  numbers  of  young  birds  to  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age  in  the  two  years, 
multiplied  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  in  hens  and  pullets  compared 
with  the  previous  year.  The  previously  published  estimates  for  the  U.S.  are  shown 
at  the  bottom  of  Table  XXX. 

Table  XXX.  AVERAGE  NUMBER  OF  CHICKS  AND  YOUNG  CHICKENS  ON  HAND  IN 


FARM  FLOCKS  JUNE  lfJ.ULY  1 AND  ^OCTOBER"! ? ;  193$  to  1930 

BY  GRAND  DIVISIONS _ 


Geographic 

Divisioh 

Number  per 
June 

farm 

in 

Number  per  farm  in  : 
July  : 

Number  per  farm 
in  October 

1927 

1528 

1929 

1930 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930: 

1927 

1928 

New  England 

78.7 

100.0 

95.3 

107.9 

100.1 

99.1 

93.2 

114.6 

70.3 

68.9 

Middle  Atlantic 

117.8 

115.8 

127.6 

143  „  7 

13^.0 

123.0 

138.3 

144.7 

94.1 

82.5 

East  North  Central 

180.9 

157.2 

175.3 

100.1 

182.0 

164.9 

189.1 

182.1 

113.2 

108.2 

Kost  North  Central 

209.5 

188.3 

204.9 

220.5 

213  „  3 

202.0 

231.4 

221.0 

144.3 

140.2 

South  Atlantic 

116.1 

106.7 

106.0 

112.4 

117.8 

104.4 

108,1 

1Q4.3 

70.2 

60.0 

South  Central 

131.4 

119.4 

122.0 

125.3 

123.0 

110.1 

113.0 

116.5 

76.4 

67.7 

Rocky  Mountain 

92.3 

86.3 

86.3 

109.1 

112.0 

112.0 

115.7 

111.1 

74.3 

70.9 

Western 

92.2 

84.3 

91.5 

103.1 

105.3 

89.6 

88.5 

100.3 

60.2 

49'.  6 

United  States 

147.0 

133.5 

141.2 

149.7 

150.1 

135.7 

148.0  .146.2 

95.7 

87.3 

The  published  estimates  for  the  U.S.  of  numbers  per  flock  on  farms  of  crop 
reporters,  have  been  as  follows: 

United  States:  :142.  131  139  147  140  136  148  147 


-  84  - 


96 


86 


Table  XXXa 


AVERAGE  HUMBER  OF  CHICKS  AUD  TO!':  ID  CHIC  IT.  ITS  OH  HA17D  IIT  FARM  FLOCKS 
JUTS  1,  JULY  1,  and  OCTOBER  1,  1927  to  1930,  BY  STATES 


Humber  ner  farm  in  Jure 


ITumber  ner  farm  in  July  :Fo.uer  farm  in  Oct 


State 

:  1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930.: 

.1927 

■1928 

Me. 

:  102 

103 

112 

118 

70- 

98 

100 

115 

'72 

62 

H.H. 

44 

68 

67 

86- 

. 

106 

103 

124 

115 

77 

53 

Vt. 

66 

58 

64 

65 

71  : 

■  70 

85  ' 

79 

55 

48 

Mass . 

89 

136 

112 

.  126 

159 

122 

78 

150 

77 

90  . 

R.I. 

62 

160 

58 

137 

127  - 

31 

30 

106 

113 

78 

Conn. 

65 

109 

104 

125 

103 

103 

38 

108 

63 

88 

H.Y. 

75 

80 

97 

100 

112 

97 

105 

ll5 

68 

65 

H.J. 

149 

180 

145 

214 

193 

150  . 

177 

249 

143 

117 

.  Pa. 

...  .  _  . . 

151 

138 

152 

172 

151 

142 

162 

156 

110 

93 

Ohio 

185 

164 

186 

200 

131 

163 

194 

178 

117 

101 

Ind. 

226 

133 

225 

213 

218 

190 

217 

212  . 

140 

1213 

,111.  . 

238 

210 

216 

220 

235 

220 

238 

222  . 

150 

147 

Mich. 

107 

93 

111 

108 

128 

109 

136 

134 

87 

76 

w  i  s . 

130 

119 

122 

141 

133  . 

128 

145 

154 

94 

88 

Minn. 

141 

131 

140 

153 

163 

156 

177 

171 

112 

109 

I  o  vra 

265 

233 

239 

275 

277 

247 

293 

277 

196 

180 

Mo. 

250 

208 

239 

232 

221 

205 

238 

218 

142 

133 

H.D. 

78 

78 

82 

.97 

114 

104  . 

125 

117 

82 

86 

S.D. 

160 

161 

172 

179 

179 

202 

220 

204 

143 

148 

Hebr . 

203 

185 

204 

236 

215 

203 

238 

244 

142 

152 

Kan sad 

234 

225 

248 

266 

228 

232 

246 

242 

146 

144 

Del. 

237 

377 

233 

440 

197 

275 

390 

227 

154 

175 

Md . 

211 

158 

187 

193 

217 

130 

196 

193 

129 

128 

Va. 

133 

123 

136 

132 

139 

123 

133 

133 

89 

73 

W.Va. 

107 

89 

90 

96 

115 

109 

93 

105 

77 

64 

H.C. 

104 

98 

95 

100 

101 

92 

92 

84 

67 

56 

S.c. 

113 

107 

103 

113 

111 

98 

93  ■ 

99 

60 

52 

G-a  • 

99 

92 

87 

93 

104 

91 

91 

86 

50 

40 

Fla. 

103 

71 

70 

75 

/ 

103 

63 

81 

71 

55 

33 

Ky- 

151 

123 

133 

135 

143 

121 

135 

129 

93 

101 

Tenn. 

146 

113 

117 

120 

136 

109 

107 

113 

81 

63 

Ala. 

104 

88 

91 

96 

99 

30 

81 

83 

47 

41 

Miss. 

96 

96 

91 

96 

94 

82 

80 

84 

43 

43 

Ark. 

100 

104 

100 

93 

93 

88 

81 

91 

57 

49 

La .  / 

92 

105 

88 

98  X 

100 

91 

94 

98  / 

58 

58 

Ok  la/G 

196 

_  138  ... 

204 

_  .  1961  _ 

210 

182 

190 

183  / 

128 

108 

•  1142 

Kont 

'  •  128  -  ^  13 
60  . . 8?’ 

5 

143  S2  4  ■  89-- 

1  -1  y  1 1 2 1  - y  1 001  ^-1 04  X-  -  7 3  -te-  73 

Idaho 

(105 

86 

100 

109 

1 3ic> 

103 

114 

111  N 

82 

74 

Wyo . 

82 

36 

65 

110 

101 

117 

98 

109 

79 

84 

Colo. 

103 

114 

106 

122 

131 

135 

174 

136 

84 

82 

N  •  ivi©x  • 

87 

76 

78 

80 

11.1 

102 

90 

93 

71 

57 

Ariz . 

34 

61 

69 

67 

123 

74 

34 

68 

50 

59 

Utah 

111 

51 

78 

ISO 

84 

85 

92 

105 

51 

47 

Hey . 

90 

72 

60 

94 

74 

133 

73 

93 

73 

72 

Wash . 

95 

95 

98 

110 

122 

94 

113 

113 

73 

57 

Oreg. 

105 

87 

108 

114 

118 

81 

103 

134 

60 

49 

Calif . 

84 

76 

79 

93 

38 

91 

66 

75 

52 

45 

U.  S. 

147 .  C 

133.5 

141 . 

2  149.7 

150.1 

135.7  140.0  143.2 

95.7  87.3 
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Table  XXXI. 


SOURCE  OF  CHICKENS  RAISED  AS  REPORTED  BY  CROP 
CORRESPONDENTS  FOR  THEIR  LOCALITIES. 

By  Geographic  Divisions 


Geographic 

division 

..  .  .  .  _  .  .  . 

Proportion  of 
chickens  raised 
that  are  hatched 
under  hens 

Hatched  in  incubators 
on  farm  where 
raised 

[Hatched  for  fee 
•from  eggs  sup¬ 
plied  by  grower 
:  (custom  hatched) 

■  Bought  as 
baby 
chicks 

P.ct . 

P.ct . 

P.ct. 

P.ct. 

North  Atlantic 

26.5 

17.8 

IO.7 

45-° 

North  Central 

32.  b 

30.9 

11.3 

25.2 

South  Atlantic 

68.4 

I2.7 

7-i 

11.8 

South  Central 

63.2 

20.1 

7-5 

9.2 

Western 

. ...  3.5  r  P. . 

. 17.-1. 

6.4 

41.2 

United  States 

42.3 

24.2 

9.6 

23.4 

SOURCE  OF  CHICKENS  RAISED 
As  reported  by  crop  correspondents 


About  43$  of  all  cli ic Kens  raised  are  still  hatched  under  hens,  accordirg  to 
reports  from  crop  correspondents  to  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture. 

About  24$  of  them  ore  hatched  in  incubators  on  the  farm  where  they  are  raised,  and 
about  10$  are  hatched  for  a  fee  {custom  hatched)  from  eggs  supplied  by  the  grower. 
About  23$  are  bought  as  baby  chicks.  Only  in  the  South  does  Biddy  still  hold  her 
own  over  the  artificial  incubator.  Tiro-thirds  of  the  chicks  raised  there,  and 
almost  four-fifths  in  the  South  Atlantic  and  Gulf  States  are  hatched  and  hovered 
under  the  brooding  warmth  of  the  mother  hen.  In  the  North  and  West  only  about  a 
third  ore  so  hatched,  and  in  the  North  Atlantic  States  only  a  fourth. 

The  proportion  of  chickens  reported  as  hatched  in  farm  incubators  is  highest, 
about  31$,  in  the  North  Central  States.  In  this  area  the  proportion  so  incubated 
increases  westerly  from  17  in  Michigan  and  19  in  Ohio  to  40  in  Missouri  acid  Kansas. 
Oklahoma  also,  in  the  South  Central  group  of  states,  shows  4 0$  so  incubated  on  the 
farm  against  a  range  of  9$  to  21$  for  the  rest  of  the  states  in  that  group  ard  an 
average  for  the  group  of  20$.  The  figure  drops  to  l8$  in  the  North  Atlantic  and 
Western  States  and  13$  average  In  the  South  Atlantic  group.  The  proportion  (  ' 

custom-hatched  is  about  11$  in  the  North  Central  and  North  Atlantic  States;  about 
7$  in  the  South  and  6$  in  the  West. 

45$  of  the  chickens  raised  in  the  North  Atlantic  States  and  41$  in  the  West 
are  bought  by  growers  as  baby  chicks.  The  North  Central  States  buy  about  25$  of 
their  supply  and  the  South  about  10$  of  their  supply  of  chicks  raised. 

The  state  estimates  are  based  upon  two  independent  groups  of  estimates,  one 
received  through  the  field  Statisticians  in  the  different  states  and  one  from  men 
reporting  direct  to  Washington.  The  two  sets  of  figures  for  each  state  are  in 
close  agreement  in  most  instances. 
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S0ULC3  0?  GHICIOrS  K.ISPD  ,\Z  PtJPO I.T3D  BY  CHOP 
GORTLYSPOlOTiTTS  FOR  TH3IR  L0C..LITIBS. 

By  States 


Me. 

N.H. 

7t. 

Mass. 

H.I. 

Conn. 

ir’.Y."" 

I-T.J. 

Pa. 

Ohio 

Ind. 

Ill. 

Mich. 

Wis. 

Mirin’."  ’ 

Iowa 

Mo . 

II  .Dak. 
S .Dak. 
Uebr . 
Hans. 
Del.'" 
Lid  • 

7a. 

¥.7 a . 

H.C. 

S.G. 

Ga. 

Fla. 

KyV 

Term. 

Ala. 

Miss. 

4  Ark. 

Da . 
Okla . 
#Tex. 
Mont . 
Idaho 
¥yo . 
Colo . 

R .  Ilex . 

Ariz . 

Utah 

Rev._ 

Wash. 

Oreg. 

Calif. 

U.S. 


State 


'Proportion  of 
chickens  raised 
that  are  hatched 
under  hens 


P.  ct  < 

34 

22 

4i 

22 

14 

....22 

28' 

20 

28 

. 24” 

28 

33 

31 

23 

32" 

.30 

3b 

52 

4° 

36 

27 
30 " 
44 

T 

60 

75 

78 

57 

73" 


Hatched  in  inaubo 
on  farm  where 
raised 


P.  ct. 
26 
25 
19 
2  A 
l£ 

21 

lb 

10 

Id 

"IT" 

23 

2b 

17 

22 

"3'2 . 

33 

40 

31 

38 

38 

AO 

"17 . . 

15 
12 

16 
12 
12 
10 

4 

13 
12 
9 

19 
10 
40 
21 

”24’ 

18 
28 

25 

21 
10 

9 

.15. 

20 

19 

12 


.orsjHctched  for  fee 
: from  eggs  sup¬ 
plied  by  grower 
‘custom  hatched' 


Bought  as 
baby 
chicks 


P.  Ct.  ; 

P.  ct . 

7 

33 

R 

J 

48 

:  4 

38 

R 

J 

49 

7 

9 

. § . 

19 

43 

13 

43 

13 

39 . 

13 

30 

11 

25 

8 

44 

:  8 

. r . io . 

41 

26 

12 

25 

10  : 

14 

4 

13 

5 

17 

;  13 

15 

13 

40 

15 

26 

7 

1 

11 

;  r. 

;  l 

19 

5 

l 

5  : 

7 

P 

00 

63 

7? 

38 

. 53.. 

52 

35 

41 

43 

55 

33 

28 

—  25.. 


30 

32 

3L 


4 

A 

i 

4 

3 

11 

.13. 


o 

J 

7 

5 

2 

3 

G 

J 


A2.9 


24- 


9*b 


13 

.13. 

22 

38 

24 

27 

22 

54 

54 

.5§.. 

44 

40 

50 


~23^T 
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To bio  XXXII. 


MORTALITY  OF  CIII CELTS 


Geographic 

division 


Tor  til  Atlantic: 
Tor tli  Central 
South  Atlantic; 
South  Central 
Western 


Loss  from  disease 
_ _ expo sur e ,  _et c 

Mature ,  IT  e.  on  : 

hand,  Jan.  1.,  1928 

P.ct. 


9  vermin,  accident, 
in  the  locality,  reported _ 

Young  birds,  i.  e.  hatched 

_ o r  bought,  '  in  1928 

P.ct. 


8.8 

9< 

|:8 

9.8 


21.3 

26.7 

25.5 

25.2 

19.2 


MORTALITY  OP  CHICKENS 


The  loss  of  chickens  on  farms  in  1328  from  disease,  vermin,  accident,  ex¬ 
posure,  etc.  is  estimated  by  the  crop  correspondents  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  at  about  one-tenth  of  the  adult  birds  on  hand  January  1,  1928  and  about 
one-fourth  of  young  birds  hatched  or  bought  in  1928. 

The  reported  loss  is  practically  the  same  for  mature  birds  in  the  Torth, 

South  and  West,  ranging  from  to  9*9 fot  But  in  Torth  Atlantic  group  of 

States  it  is  Only  8.8$.  r 

The  mortality  of  chickens  is  difficult  to  determine  unless  a  record  is  kept. 
The  loss  of  a  hen  is  not  always  observed  and  even  when  noted,  may  soon  be  forgotten. 
It  is  probable  that  the  estimates  reported  by  correspondents  are  too  conservative. 
Many  reports  for  flocks  of  considerable  size  show  no  losses,  or  practically  none, 
which  may  bo  true  in  the  cose  of  some  well  managed  flocks,  but  not  for  average 
flocks.  The  few  available  figures  from  actual  records  agree  pretty  well  on  about 
11  or  12 1  for  loss  of  mature  birds.  Such  reoc  rds  relate  mainly  to  commercial 
flocks,  however. 

Losses  in  special  poultry  flocks  are  believed  to  run  somewhat  higher  than  in 
reasonably  well  managed  regular  farm  flocks  owing  to  the  heavy  feeding,  and  more  or 
less  artificial  conditions  to  which  the  hens  in  specialized  flocks  are  subjected,  in 
the  effort  to  produce  maximum  production  of  fall  and  winter  eggs  and  to  increase  the 
total  annual  production.  This  loss  is  not  adequately  reflected  in  these  figures, 
which  represent  mainly  farm  flocks.  Proper  allowance  for  this  would  probably  in¬ 
crease  the  mortality  rate  in  the  North  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Coast  States  where  a 
large  proportion  of  the  chickens  are  in  specialized  commercial  flocks. 

*The  reported  loss  of  young  birds  is  also  rpuite  uniform,  from  20  to  28 fo  in  the 
North  and  South,  but  only  2lfo  in  the  North  Atlantic,  and  1  °ff:  in  the  Western  States. 
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Table  XXXII 


MORTALITY  OF  CHI.CKEITS 
As  Estimated,  by  Crop  Reporters 


State 


Loss  from  disease,  vermin, 
accident,  exposure,  etc. 
in  the  locality 


Mature,  i.  e.  on; Young  birds, 
hand,  p  ii.e. hatched  or 


1928 


P.  ct . 


bought,  in  1928 


P.  ct. 


Ms » 

6 

N.H. 

8 

Vt. 

8 

Mass. 

9 

R.I.  . 

12 

.Conn.  ■ 

11  • 

1T.Y. 

8 

N.J. 

11 

Pa . 

. . 9.. 

Ohio  ■ 

Q 

; 

Ind. 

8 

Ill.  ' 

10 

Mich . 

9 

Wi  s .  ■ 

. 9.. 

Minn: 

10 

I  ov/a 

10 

Mo.  • 

10 

IT.  Dak* 

10 

S .Dak. 

11 

Nebri. 

10 

Kanb. 

10 

Del. 

8 

Md. 

id 

Va. 

9 

W.Va. 

8 

TVT  n 

-.4  0^/0 

10 

S.C. 

9 

Go  • 

10 

Fla. 

12 

14 

22 

17 

19 

22 

20 
l8" 

25 


25 

29 

22 

24 

24 

29 

29 

25 


CX> 

26 

20 

25 

25 

24 

25 

2A 

1 

29 


:  Loss  from  disease,  vermin, 
;  accident,  exposure,  etc. 


State  t  in  the  locality 


;Mature, i.e. on 
•  '  ‘hand,  Jan.l, 

;  1928 

Young  birds , i .  e . 
hatched  or 
bought,  in.  1928 

P.  ct. 

P.  ct . 

;Ky. 

9 

29 

•Term. 

9 

25 

•Ala-. 

8 

25 

•Miss. 

10 

25 

:Ark. 

9 

2b 

:La. 

12 

29 

;OAla . 

10 

32 

;Tox. 

11 

30 

;Mont. 

8 

21 

'Idaho 

10 

22 

■Wyo . 

10 

22 

Co  lo . 

9 

23 

•E.Mex. 

9 

24 

:Ariz. 

0 

25 

:Utoh 

3 

20 

:l[ev. 

. 8. . 

. 2.Q . 

Wa  sh . 

9 

18 

Oreg. 

10 

21 

Calif. 

11 

l6 

U.  S. 

9-7 

2S.8 
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TYPES  OF  CHICKENS  ITT  FARM  FLOCKS  IN  THE 
UKITED_STATES_. 

The  proportion  of  heavy  end  light  breeds  of  chickens  in  the  United  States 
is  about  the  sane,  according  to  the  judgment  of  crop  correspondents  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture  reporting  for  .thc-ir  respective  localities.  Birds 
of- heavy  breeding.. are  reported  to  comprise  42°  5  ix‘ r  cent,  and  those  of  light  breed¬ 
ing  41.6  per  cent,- of  the  United  States  total,  with  15»9  per  cent  made  up  of  birds 
of  nixed  breeding. 

Of  the  heavy  types  of  chickens,  the  proportion  of  Plymouth  Rocks  and  Rhode 
Island  Reds  is  almost  exactly  equal,  17*3  PGr  cent  and  17.2  per  cent  of  the  total, 
with  8  per  cent  of  other  unclassified  heavy  types.  The  light  type  is  composed 
mainly  of  Leghorns  which  are  37. 0  per  cent  of  all  chickens,  with' only  4®6  per  cent 
of  other  birds  of  light  weight  breeding. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  number  of  Leghorns  is  greater  than  the  combined 
numbers  of  its  two  nearest  competitors,  namely,  the  Plymouth  Rock  and  the  Rhode 
Island  Red.  The  proportion  of  the  different  breeds  of  chickens  varies  greatly  in 
the  different  sections  of  the  country.  The  Leghorn  makes  up  from  50  to  70  PGr 
cent  of  all  chickens  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  and  the  Pacific  Coast  States  and  in 
certain  Rocky  Mountain  States,  which  specialize  in  commercial  egg  production.  ’  The 
Leghorn  also  makes  up  from  25  to  45  Per  cont  of  the  chickens  in  most  of  the  Central 
States,  and  from  20  to  30  PGr  oeht  in  most  of  the  Southern  States  from  Virginia  to 
Louisiana. 

The  Plymouth  Rock  is  most  in  favor  in  the  belt  of  states  stretching  horth 
and  south  from  Pennsylvania  to  Virginia  and  from  Michigan  to  Tennessee  and  east  and 
west  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean  to  the  Mississippi  River.  In  this  entire  area  from 
20  to  30  per  cent  of  the  chickens  are  of  Plymouth  Rock  breeding.  P  In  most  other 
areas  the  Ploymouth  Rock  makes  up  from  15  to  20  per  cent  of  the  holdings,  but  in 
the  highly  specialized  egg  producing  areas  of  the  far  West  and  in  the  North 
Atlantic  .States  as  far  south  as  New  Jersey,  it  comprises  only  from  5  to  15  per  cent 
of  all.  The  Rhode  Island  Red  is  riot  favored  in  New  England  whore  50  Per  cent  of 
the  chickens  are  of  this  breeding.  It  is  about  25  per  cent  of  all  in  the  Rocky 
Mountain  States  and  between  15  and  20  per  cent  in  the  rest  of  the  country,  except¬ 
ing  in  the  highly  commercialized  egg  areas  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  and  far  Western 
States,  where  it  comprises  from  10  to  15  per  cent  of  all  chickens. 
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Tablo  XXXIII.  TYPES  OF  CHICKENS  ITT  FARM  FLOCKS  IN'  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Pore on t ages  of  chickens  of  different  brooding,  ns  roportGd  for 
thoir  localities  by  crop  correspondents  on  February  1,  1930* 


State 

1:  Number 

! Leghorn 

:0th  or 

Total 

Plymouth 

O 

rC$ 

O 

:  Other 

Total 

Mixod 

[  of 

: Light- 

Light- 

Rock 

:  Island 

:  Heavy- 

Heavy- 

Brooding 

jsEoports 

1 

:wo  ight 

we  i  gilt 

:  Ecd 

:  weight 

weight 

P.ct. 

P.ct. 

P.ct. 

P.ct . 

jL  •  g  ij  • 

P.ct . 

P.ct. 

P.ct . 

Mo. 

3.79 

2 

2 

11 

22 

51 

3 

13 

N.H. 

bo 

8 

1 

9 

3 

70 

4 

82 

9  - 

Vt. 

122 

28 

4 

32 

12 

36 

5 

53 

15 

Mass. 

.  IO5 

13 

1 

14 

13 

bl 

2 

7b 

10 

E.  I . 

21 

20 

5 

25 

16 

43 

3 

b2 

13 

Conn. 

. 9.2... 

. 4P.  .. 

1 

. 4.1 

10 

. 33.. 

. 4.... 

. 47  . 

12 

TT.Y. 

710 

62 

3 

65 

10 

13 

3 

26 

9 

N.J. 

80 

50 

3 

53 

lb 

8. 

9 

32 

15 

Pa..  . 

. 8,6  tL.... 

..._46 

A 

50 

l8 

. 13.. 

.  .  5 

33.  .. 

. 14  . 

Ohio 

727 

46 

4 

5? 

20 

13 

7 

40 

10 

Ind . 

670 

32 

4 

36 

25 

17 

Q 

J 

51 

13 

Ill. 

510 

24 

5 

29 

26. 

17 

13 

56 

15 

Mich . 

783 

47 

3 

50 

24 

9 

4 

37 

13 

Wis. 

872 

. 4M... 

3 

. 51 

.....15... 

12 

.7.  . 

.  .  34 

lb 

Minn. 

646 

3? 

6 

45 

15 

15 

9 

39 

lb 

Iowa . 

904 

2o 

5 

33 

17 

19 

15 

51 

l6 

Mo . 

624 

38 

b 

44 

lb 

17 

10 

43 

13 

TT.D. 

591 

17 

6 

23 

24 

17 

12 

53 

24 

S.D. 

52b 

22 

5 

27 

19 

19 

16 

54 

19 

Nobr . 

418 

25 

■  4 

29 

15 

22 

17 

54 

17 

Ka  ns . 

. 544... 

40 

. 5 

. 45. 

.  23 

lb 

11 

. .42 . 

13 

Del. 

lb 

53 

1 

54 

32 

7 

3 

42 

4 

Md. 

123 

34 

4 

30 

26 

17 

3 

46 

lb 

Va . 

452 

26 

31 

2o 

i§ 

5 

50 

19 

W.Va  . 

299 

34 

O 

40 

17 

18 

4 

39 

21 

N.C. 

48b 

19 

7 

26 

22 

21 

b 

49 

25 

S.C. 

213 

19 

6 

25 

l6 

27 

6 

49 

26 

Ga. 

424 

21 

6 

27 

x7 

21 

6 

44 

29 

Fla. 

78 

45 

5 

50 

0 

20 

7 

31 

19 

Ky. 

594 

20 

6 

26 

28 

17 

8 

53 

21 

Tenn. 

532 

22 

r 

b 

28 

25 

17 

8 

50 

22 

AIg  © 

284 

29 

7 

36 

15 

17 

4 

36 

23 

Mi  s  s . 

377 

25 

5 

30 

15 

25 

R 

45 

25 

•Ark. 

333 

32 

6 

30 

17- 

i5 

4 

38 

24 

La. 

128 

24 

6 

30 

13 

19 

4 

33 

34 

Okla . 

655 

39 

,A 

43 

14 

21 

ry 

( 

42 

lb 

‘Tex. 

6  7b 

44 

. b 

.  .  49 

11 

18 

. .4... 

. 33.... 

18 

Mont , 

306 

24 

3 

27 

10 

24 

9 

51 

22 

Idaho 

183 

96 

3 

59 

11 

17 

4 

32 

9 

Wyo  • 

110 

29 

A 

i 

33 

14 

2b 

49 

l8 

Col-'. 

347 

39 

A 

7 

43 

11 

?-3 

42 

15 

■N 

.  80 

41 

b 

47 

10 

25 

5 

40 

1.3 

Ari^d 

42 

■-  bl 

5 

6b 

9 

12 

1 

22 

12 

Utah 

98 

64 

2 

66 

10 

7 

3 

20 

14 

TTev. 
Mo.  sii . 

29 

314 

.  5.9 
'  68 

2 

2 

61 

7° 

. .13... 

7 

. 9.. 

12 

. 5- 

3 

..  27  .... 
22 

12 

"8 

Orog. 

294 

60 

7 

u 

63 

12 

13 

2 

27 

10 

Calif 

.331... 

.....70  ... 

1 

. 71 

. 1.3 . 

z 

21 

U.  S. 

17,062 

37.0 

4.6 

41.6 

17*3 

17.2 

3.0 

42.5 

15*9 
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PRODUCTION  OP  EGGS  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 


Egg  production  for  human  consumption  is  practically  .limited'  to  chicken  eggs 
The  number  of  other  poultry  than  chickens  is  only  about  3  per  cent  of  all  poultry 
layings  per  bird  are  much  fewer  with  other  poultry  than  with  chickens,  as  a  rule, 
and  a  much  larger  proportion  of  the  eggs  laid  by  these  other  classes  of  poultry 
are  used  for  hatching.  Considerable  quantities  of  duck  eggs  come  into  a  few 
markets  at  certain  seasons,  but  egvs  from  geese,  turkeys,  and  other  kinds  of 
poultry  are  rarely  seen  in  the  ordinary  channels  of  the  eg g  trade.  Egg  production 
by  chickens  probably  amounts  to  98  per  cent  or  99  per  cent  of  the  total.  The 
proportion  of  other  egns  being  so  small  no  special  accoiuit  is  taken  of  them. 

The  uncertainty  as  to  actual  total  numbers  of  eggs  laid,  which  renders  any  estimate 
subject  to  a  wide  margin  of  error,  makes  the  inclusion  or  exclusion  of  the 
relatively  few  eggs  of  other  poultry  with  those  of  chickens  in  these  tables  of  no 
practical  importance.  The  estimates  given  in  Table  XXXIV  are  considerably  higher 
than  those  shown  by  the  Census  for  1924.  The  reasons  for  the  increase  are  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  paragraphs  following  and  are  discussed  at  length  in  the  study  on 
production  and  consumption  of  eggs  appearing  in  Part  I  of  this  paper. 

Table  XXXIV.  EGGS:  Estimated  Earm  Production  and  Value,  1924-1928. 

Estimated  numbers  laid  in  1924  are  based  primarily  upon  farmers  estimates 
of  eggs  produced  as  reported  to  enumerators  in  January,  1925,  plus  an  increase 
varying  in  different  states  to  allow  for  apparent  incompleteness  in  the  enumeration 
and  for  under-estimate  by  the  farmer  due  to  memory  bias.  These  allowances  amount 
in  all  to  an  increase  of  about  20  per  cent  for  the  U.  S.  This  allowance  represents 
the  minimum  increase  needed  to  provide  for  the  apparent  consumption  of  domestic 
eggs  in  this  country  on  the  basis  of  studies  of  consumption  on  and  off  farms, 
movement  of  eggs  in  commercial  channels ,  and  city  receipts. 

x'he  increases  made  are  smallest,  mostly  5  to  15  per  cent,  in  the  North 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Coast  States,  where  the  proportion  of  commercial  flocks  is 
highest,  and  receipts  from  eggs  are  more  of  a  major  item  in  the  farm  income;  it 
is  largest,  from  15  per  cent  up  to  about  45  per  cent,  in  the  Southern  States, 
where  chickens  are  more  of  an  incidental  item  in  the  farm  program,  and  are  raised 
more  for  meat  than  for  eggs ,  and  where  least  attention  would  be  given  and  the 
fewest  records  kept  of  egg  production.  In  the  Central  States  where  eggs  are  a 
more  material  item  in  the  farm  income,  but  net  on  most  farms  a  major  item,  the 
allowance  ranges  from  about  15  to  25  per  cent.  The  bases  for  hie  adjustments  in 
the  individual  states  were  not  very  satisfactory  and  these  estimates  may  require 
revision  when  more  information  becomes  available. 

Number  of  eggs  laid  in  1925  estimated  on  basis  of  relative  number  of  layers 
1924  and  1925,  and  relative  receipts  and  commercial  movement  of  eggs  in  the  two 
years;  1926-1928  based  upon  relative  numbers  of  layers  and  relative  layings  per 
hen,  as  reported  by  the  crop  correspondents  annually  and  monthly  during  the  years 
1925-1928." 


The  trend  of  layings  is  shown  ^rau  ideally  for  the  U.  3.  as  a  whole  in 
Eigure  14,  giving  the  eggs  laid  per  farm  flock  in  the  U.  3.  on  the  first  day  of 
each  month,  1925-1928 ,as  reported  by  crop  correspondents  for  their  own  flocks. 
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Table  XXXIV-  EGGS :  Estimated  Farm  Production  and  Value  1924  -  1928 
_ _ _ _ _ By  Geographic  Divisions _ 


Geographic 

Number  of  eg,r, s  laid 

(hi 11 ions 

) 

Division 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

... 

North  Atlantic 

3 , 660 

1  • 

3,954 

■■  - 

4,088 

. 

4,300 

4,305 

4,415 

North  Central 

14,172 

14,413 

15,467 

15,853. 

15,960 

15,960 

South  Atlantic 

2,385 

2 , 436 

2,538  . 

2,758 

2,708 

2,464 

South  Central 

4,386 

4,550 

4,996 

5 , 387 

5,H5 

4,806 

Western 

3,025 

3,151 

3,466 

3,702 

4,032 

4,096 

United  States 

27,628  128,504  . 

i 

30,555 

32 , 000 

32,120 

31,741 

Farm  ?rac$  of  EasG 

per  Dozen. 

North  Atlantic 

34.5 

39.0 

37.5 

34.1 

36.7 

39.4 

North  Central 

24.8 

28.3 

26.9 

22.9 

26.7 

27.8 

South  Atlantic 

23.3 

31.6 

31.7 

27.7 

29.7 

31.8 

South  Central 

23.2 

27.2 

26.2 

22.0 

25 . 1 

26.2 

Western 

28.0 

33.3 

29.4 

26.5 

27.6 

30.5 

United  States 

26.5 

30.4 

28.9 

25.1 

' 

28.2 



29.9 

• 

. 

Total  Value  of  Eyas 

Produced  on  Farms  (thousands  of  dollars) 

North  Atlantic 

105 , 348 

128,558 

127 , 922 

122,243 

131,725 

144,679 

North  Central 

292,868 

339,334 

346,507 

302 , 449 

355,408 

370,763 

South  Atlantic 

56,225 

64,145 

67,197 

63,679 

67,093 

65 , 248 

South  Central 

34,925 

102,925 

103,875 

98,989 

107,030 

104,787 

Western 

70,682 

87,463 

84,822 

81,574 

92,774 

104,118 

United  States  : 

610,048 

722,925 

735,323 

668 , 934 

754,080 

789,595 
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Table  XXXI V-a 


EG&Si**  estimated  farm  production  and 

VALUE  1924  -  1929 
Sy  States. 


State  : 

Number  of  eggs 

laid  (millions)  1/ 

:  1924 

:  1925  : 

:  1926 

:  1927 

:  1928 

:  1929 

Me. 

198 

197 

191 

192 

200 

197 

N.H. 

110 

119 

114 

121 

138 

133 

Vt. 

85 

88 

85 

88 

92 

87 

Mass . 

190 

207 

218 

212 

218 

220 

R.  I. 

29 

32 

34 

37 

39 

40 

Conn. 

156 

171 

186 

198 

208 

.  234 

■N.  Y. 

1,197 

1,308 

1,282 

1,361 

1,348 

1,386 

N.J. 

347 

330 

402 

419 

411 

415 

Pa. 

1,348  . 

1,452 

1,576 

1,672 

1,651 

1,703 

Ohio 

1,557 

1,689- 

1,853 

1,970 

1,099 

1,929 

Ind. 

1,279 

1,259 

1,312 

1,358 

1,347 

1,340 

Ill. 

1,615 

1,603 

1 , 733 

.  1,754 

1,773 

1,814 

Mich. 

938 

966 

1,039 

1,114 

1,143 

1,174 

Wis. 

909 

928 

991 

1,056 

1,084 

l!,  093 

Minn. 

1,098 

1,144 

1,136 

1,148 

1,140 

1,209 

Iowa 

1,921 

1,839 

2,030 

2 ;  043 

2,104 

2,062 

Mo. 

1,879 

1,922 

2,159 

2. 175 

2,090 

2,007 

■N.Dak. 

300 

338 

347 

323 

334 

328 

S . Dak. 

492 

495 

521 

510 

540 

540 

Nebr. 

794 

809 

844 

855  ■ 

837 

883 

Kansas 

1,380 

1,416 

1,502 

1,547 

1,614 

1,581 

Del. 

90 

■90 

90 

98 

96 

93 

Md. 

285 

,  286 

305 

■  337 

320 

319 

Va. 

£02 

599 

635 

713 

709 

663 

W.Va. 

336 

334 

346 

365 

366 

347 

N.C. 

442 

455 

470 

509 

500 

408 

S.C. 

184 

193 

194 

207 

197 

174 

Ga  0 

324 

349 

365 

381 

376 

325 

Pla. 

122 

130 

132 

148 

144 

135 

Ky. 

652 

654 

736 

795 

677 

631 

Tenn. 

713 

744 

810 

882 

800 

709 

Ala. 

333 

354 

381 

398 

357 

336 

Miss. 

291 

317 

363 

369 

350 

305 

Ark. 

421 

435 

483 

508 

467 

451 

La » 

181 

181 

193 

191 

178 

175 

Okla. 

727 

778 

872 

929 

903 

885 

Texas 

1 , 038 

1,077 

1,158 

1,315 

1,383 

1,314 

Mont. 

215 

195 

211 

187 

221 

227 

X  c.a  id  0 

167 

175 

194 

198 

219 

237 

Uyo . . 

64 

60 

65 

64 

73 

71 

Colo.r  . 

280 

274 

299 

300 

322 

350 

IT.  Me  2. 

60 

62 

63 

71 

73 

75 

Ariz . 

46 

■  49 

55 

72 

55 

55 

Utah 

123 

139 

144 

165 

184 

235 

iTcv.  . 

19 

20 

23 

24 

26 

28 

Wash. 

539 

622 

701 

787 

875 

878 

Ore  a* 

285. ^ 

297 

300 

357 

.  365 

364 

Calif. 

1,227 

1,258 

1,411 

1,477 

1,599 

1,576 

u.s. 

27,628 

28,504 

30,555 

32 , 000 

32 , 120 

31 . 741 

- - - - JL - - - -  ■  -  .  .. 

1/  Eggs  not  dozens 
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Table  XXXI V-b 


EGGS:  -  ESTIMATED  FARM  PRODUCTION  AND 
VALUE  1024  -  1029 

_ By  States _ 


State  : 

Farm 

value  of  eggs 

•per  dozen 

1924  : 

1925  : 

1926  : 

1927  : 

1928  : 

1929 

Cts. 

Cts. 

Cts* 

Cts. 

Cts. 

Cts. 

Me. 

36 

39 

39 

37 

39 

42 

N.H. 

40 

44 

43 

41 

42 

46 

Vt. 

32 

39 

38 

36 

37 

39 

Mass . 

44 

49 

48 

45 

43 

50 

R.I. 

46 

49 

47 

44 

45 

49 

42 

43 

41 

43 

47 

N.Y. 

34 

38 

36 

33 

36 

38 

N.J . 

39 

43 

41 

37 

40 

43 

Pa. 

31 

36 

35 

31 

34 

36 

Ohio 

28 

32 

30 

25 

30 

32 

Ind. 

26 

29 

28 

23 

26 

29 

Ill. 

25 

29 

28 

24 

27 

29 

Mich. 

28 

32 

30 

26 

30 

31 

26 

29 

28 

25 

28 

29 

Minn. 

24 

28 

27 

23 

27 

27 

Iowa. 

24 

28 

26 

22 

26 

27 

Mo. 

23 

27 

25 

22 

25 

26 

N.Dak. 

22 

26 

25 

22 

24 

24 

S.Dak. 

22 

26 

25 

21 

25 

25 

Nebr . 

22 

25 

25 

20 

24 

25 

25 

24 

20 

24 

25 

Del. 

30 

36 

34 

30 

34 

37 

Md. 

30 

34 

32 

29 

32 

34 

Va. 

26 

30 

30 

25 

29 

30 

W.Va. 

29 

34 

32 

29 

31 

32 

N.C. 

28 

31 

32 

28 

28 

31 

S.C. 

29 

32 

33 

28 

29 

33 

Ga . 

28 

28 

31 

25 

29 

31 

Rla. 

33 

36 

37 

31 

31 

34 

Ky. 

24 

28 

27 

23 

27 

28 

Tenn. 

23 

27 

25 

22 

25 

27 

Ala. 

26 

28 

28 

24 

27 

29 

Miss. 

27 

28 

25 

23 

26 

28 

Ark. 

23 

26 

25 

22 

25 

26 

La. 

27 

30 

29 

25 

28 

28 

Okla. 

21 

26 

25 

21 

24 

24 

27 

21 

24 

25 

Mont. 

22 

30 

25 

27 

27 

27 

Idaho 

24 

30  . 

27 

25 

25 

27 

Wyo. 

27 

32 

30 

28 

28 

30 

Colo . 

26 

30 

28 

25 

27 

28 

N.Mex. 

29 

31 

31 

26 

29 

31 

Ariz. 

35 

40 

37 

34 

35 

40 

Utah. 

23 

29 

25 

24 

26 

29 

Nev. 

34 

39 

32 

29 

29 

31 

TTash. 

27 

32 

29 

25 

28 

31 

Oreg. 

27 

33 

28 

26 

27 

31 

Calif. 

31 

36 

31 

27 

28 

32 

"UTST - 

- 2o75 - 

- 3U73 - 

28.9 

25.1 

28.2 

30,1 
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Table  XXXIV- c. 


EGGS:-  ESTIMATED  FARM  PRODUCTION  ADD 
VALUE  1924  -  1929 
By  States. 


State 

• 

Total  value 

of  eggs  produced 

on  farms 

( thousands 

of  dollars).  4/ 

:  1924 

:  1925 

:  1926  : 

1927 

:  1923 

:  1929 

Me. 

5,940 

6,402 

6,208 

5,914 

5 , 500 

6 , 895 

11.  H. 

3 ,  563 

4,357 

4,031 

4,138 

4,830 

5,094' 

Vt. 

2,270 

2 , 860 

2,694 

2,640 

2,834 

2,828 

Mass . 

6,973 

8,446 

8,720 

7,950 

7,804 

9,174- 

1,111 

1,305 

1,333 

1,358 

1,452 

1,632 

^IT.  Y. 

33,875 

41,464 

38,460 

37,428 

40,440 

43 , 936 

IT.  J. 

11,278 

13,604 

13,748 

12,905 

13,685 

14,857 

Pa. 

34,778 

43,550 

46,019 

43,138 

46,723 

51,090 

Ohio 

35,511 

45 , 095 

46,325 

40,976 

47,475 

51,504'.. 

I  nd. 

27,754 

30,468 

30,570  ; 

26,074 

31,385 

32,428- 

Ill. 

35,046. 

38,914 

40,379 

35,080 

40,005 

43,899 

Mich. 

21,855 

25,792 

25,975 

24,174 

28,575 

30,289 

Uis. 

19,725 

22,458 

23,090 

21,955 

25,257 

25,451 

Mi  nn. 

21,960 

25,655 

25,560 

22 , 042 

25,650 

27,202 

Iowa 

33,420 

42',  849 

44,051 

37,387 

45,557 

46,395 

Mo. 

36,077 

43,245 

44,907 

39,802 

43,472 

43,552 

IT.  Dak. 

5,490 

7,335 

7,213 

5,911 

6,680 

6,560 

S.Dak. 

9,004 

10,742 

10,837 

8,925 

11,232 

11,232 

ITehr. 

14,530 

16,827 

17,555 

14,278 

17,740 

18,366 

Kans. 

26,49  5 

29,453 

30,040 

25,335 

32,280 

32,885 

Del. 

2,250 

2,700 

2,547 

2,450 

2,717 

2 , 864 

Md. 

7,125 

8,094 

8,170 

8,155 

8,544 

9,028 

Va. 

13,063' 

14.,  975 

15,375 

15,472 

17,158 

16,575 

T7 « Va  • 

8,131 

9,452 

9,238 

8,833 

9,443 

9,265 

IT.  C. 

10,299 

11,739 

12,549 

11,850 

11,550 

10,526 

S.C. 

4,453 

5,153 

5,335 

4,823 

4,767 

4,785 

Ga . 

7,549 

8,132 

9,417 

8 , 268. 

9,099 

8,385 

Fla. 

3 , 355 

3,900 

4,065 

3,318  ; 

3,715 

3,820 

Ky. 

13,040 

15,471 

16,560 

15,264.  ' 

15,232 

14, 702 

Term. 

13,690  . 

15, 740 

17,577 

16,141 

16,640 

15,952 

Ala . 

7,226 

8,248 

8,877 

7,960 

8,032 

8,131 

Miss. 

6,548 

7,385 

7,377 

7,085 

7,595 

7,106 

Ark. 

8,083 

9,440 

10,045 

9,296'  . 

9,714 

9,787 

La. 

4,072 

4,525 

4,671 

3,973 

4,147 

4,078 

Okla. 

12 , 722 

16,883 

18,138 

16,258 

18,050 

17,700 

Tex. 

19 , 544 

24,232 

25,129 

23 , 012 

27,560 

27,331 

Mont . 

3,934 

4,875 

4,579  . 

4,208 

4,972 

5,108 

Idaho 

3,340 

4,375 

4,365 

4,118 

4,555 

5,332 

Wyo. 

1,440 

1,602 

1,625 

1,491 

1 , 701 

1,775 

Colo . 

6,076 

6,850 

6,967 

6,240 

7,245 

8,155 

IT.Mex. 

1,452 

1,660 

1,525 

1 , 541 

1,767 

1,935 

Ariz . 

1,343 

1,532 

1 , 594 

2,038 

1,  306 

1,282 

Utah 

2,362 

3,364 

2,995 

3,300 

3,993 

5,687 

Rev. 

538 

650 

514 

581 

529 

-722 

Wash. 

12,128 

15,607 

16,954 

17,078 

20,387 

22 , 652 

Oreg. 

6,412 

8,168 

6^  9£S0 

7 , 747 

8,  652 

9,391 

Calif. 

31,657 

37, 740 

35,404 

33 , 232 

37,257 

42,079 

U.3. 

610,048 

_ l _ 

722,925 

735,323 

368,934 

754,080 

789,595 

—(Conn.  5,460 

1/ Value  computed  o 

6,549 

n  price  per 

6,6  59 

Ggg. 
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6,772  . 

7, MW 

9,173 

Table  XXXV  Estimated  Production,  Disposal,  and  Value  of  Chicken  Eggs  in  the 

United  States  1924-1929. 

The  basis  of  estimated  production  of  eggs  by  states  is  explained  under 
Table  XXXIV.  The  number  of  eggs  used  for  hatching  is  based,  upon  an  allowance 
of  two  eggs  set  for  each  chicken  raised. 

The  consumption  of  eggs  on  farms  in  1924  is  estimated  mainly  on  the  basis 
of  indicated  number  available  for  consumption  per  farm  as  computed  from  the  farmers- 
estimates  of  number  produced  on  farms,  less  number  sold,  according  to  the  Census 
returns  for  1909  and  1919,  less  estimated  number  needed  for  hatching;  modified  by 
evidence  of  farm  consumption  shown  by  quarterly  reports  of  crop  correspondents 
in  1922-1923  and  in  1928,  by  special  surveys  on  farm  consumption,  and  by  other 
available  data  as  mentioned  in  the  preceding  discussion.  The  consumption  per 
unit  of  farm  population  varies  considerably  in  the  different  stated.  Changes  in 
consumption  years  subsequent  to  1924  are  based  upon  the  study  of  supply  and 
price  of  eggs  and  the  relative  price  of  eggs  and  meat,  and  upon  monthly  reports 
of  consumption  by  flock  owners  collected  by  extension  specialists  on  poultry  in 
a.  few  states. 

Humber  of  eggs  sold  in  1924  was  estimated  tentatively  from  preliminary 
studies  of  commercial  movements,  city  receipts,  and  various  surveys  of  town  and 
city  consumption.  The  indications  of  urban  consumption  per  person  were  studied 
in  connection  with  those  derived  from  the  Census  reports  of  eggs  sold  in  1909  and 
1920  and  a  compromise  figure  reached  on  probable  consumption  by  those  not  on 
chicken  farms.  This  figures  was  combined  with  the  estimated  number  of  eggs  used 
per  person  on  farms  to  secure  an  indication  of  probable  total  production.  On 
the  basis  of  this  total  indicated  production,  the  estimated  production  was  in¬ 
creased  over  the  Census  production  to  a  varying  degree  in  different  states,  as 
explained  under  Table  XXXIV.  From  these  state  totals  of  estimated  production, 
less  the  estimated  eggs  required  for  hatching  and  for  farm  consumption,  the  es¬ 
timates  of  eggs  for  sale  in  1924  were  derived. 

Sales  in  1925  are  based  upon  the  change  from  1924  indicated  by  relative 
carlot  movements  and  receipts  of  oggs  in  the  principal  markets  in  1924  and  1925. 
Sales  for  1926-1929  are  based  upon  the  estimated  number  of  eggs  laid  less  the 
estimated  number  required  for  hatching  and  for  farm  consumption. 

Value  per  dozen  is  the  monthly  farm  price  as  reported  by  pricOi  correspondent 
weighted  by  monthly  marketings. 
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Tahle  XXXV 


ESTIMATED  PRODUCTION,  DISPOSAL  AND  VALUE  OP  CHICKEN  EGGS  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 

1924  -  1929,  BY  GEO GRAPH I C  DIVISIONS 


Number  of 

eggs  (Millions) 

' 

Value 

Total  value  (Thousands  of 

Geographic 

division 

:Used  : 

Consumed 

: Sold  ex- 

per 

do J. lar s j 

Laid 

:  for  : 

:  hatching: 

as  food 
on  farms 

:  ccp.t  for 
: -hatching 

do  z . 
(cent  3 

Laid  : 

Consumed: 

Sold 

North  Atlantic 

1924 

3',  660 

119 

674 

2,870 

34.6 

105,348 

19,413 

82,560 

.  1925 

3,954 

122 

560 

3,172 

39.0 

128,558 

21,479 

103,080 

1926 

4,008 

125 

634 

3,330 

37.6 

127,922 

19,877 

104,149 

1927 

4,300 

135 

693 

3,472 

34.1 

122,243 

19,823 

90,528 

1928 

4,305 

123 

546 

3,535 

36.7 

131,725 

19,971 

108,114 

1929 

4,415 

139 

634 

3 , 544 

39.2 

’144,579 

20,024 

119,332 

North  Central 

1924 

14,172 

5.95 

3,173 

10,401 

24.8 

292,358 

65,316 

215,262 

1925 

14,413 

621 

3,111 

10,581 

28.3 

339,834 

73,067 

252 , 199 

1926 

15,467 

647 

2,934 

11 , 834 

26.9 

346,507 

66,724 

265,298 

1927 

15,853 

675 

3,255 

11,912 

22.9 

302,449 

62,133 

227,496 

1928 

15,960 

644 

3,048 

12,271 

25.8 

355,408 

57,595 

273,626 

1929 

15,960 

718 

2,984 

12,257 

28.0 

370,763 

68,806 

285,379 

South  Atlantic 

1924 

2,385 

147 

774 

1,464 

23.3 

55,225 

18,205 

34,570 

1925 

2,436 

150 

759 

1,526 

31.9 

64,145 

19,691 

40,534 

1926 

2,538 

160 

727 

1,650 

31.8 

67,197 

19,259 

43,686 

1927 

2,758 

171 

796 

1,792 

27.8 

63,679 

18,258 

■41,525 

1928 

2,708 

147 

744 

1,615 

29.9 

67,093 

18,217 

45,244 

1929 

2,464 

157 

727 

1,579 

31.9 

65,248 

19 , 132 

41,956 

South  Central 

1924 

4,386 

248 

1,845 

2,291 

23.2 

04,925 

35,922 

44,136 

1925 

4,550 

255 

1,803 

2,489 

27.1 

102,925 

41,017 

56,200 

1926 

4,996 

279 

1 , 734 

2,984 

25.2 

108,875 

37,884 

54,919 

1927 

5,387 

292 

1,899 

3,198 

22.0 

98,989 

34,983 

50,665 

1928 

5,115 

254 

1,773 

3,090 

25.1 

107,080 

37,253 

54,532 

1929 

4,006 

265 

1,734 

2 , 805 

25. 0 

104,787 

37,955 

60,970 

Western 

54,189 

1924 

3,025 

92 

635 

2,299 

28.3 

70,682 

14,394 

1925 

3,151 

96 

523 

2,431 

33.5 

87,363 

15,878 

67,916 

1926 

3 ,456 

106 

597 

2,763 

29.5 

84,822 

14 ,359 

67,882 

1927 

3,702 

114 

654 

2,935 

25.5 

81,574 

7;  14 , 355 

64,731 

1928 

4,032 

103 

611 

3,321 

23.0 

92,774 

13,989 

77,489 

1929 

4,095 

118 

597 

3,383 

30.5 

104,118 

14,837 

06,347 

U.S.  (1924) 

27,628 

1,201 

7,102 

19,325 

25.8 

610,048 

153,250 

430,717 

1925 

28,504 

1,244 

6,962 

20,299 

30.7 

722,925 

172,132 

519,  929 

1926 

30,555 

1,317 

5,675 

22,561 

29.0 

735,323 

158,103 

545 , 934 

1927 

32,000 

1,388 

7,307 

23 , 309 

25.3 

650,934 

149,550 

490,945 

1928 

32 , 120 

1,271 

5,822 

24,033 

28.4 

754,080 

153,845 

569,005 

1929 

31,741 

1,397 

6,675 

23,558 

30.1 

739,595 

151,554 

595,984 

*  Earn  price  of  eggs  sold. 
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Table  JOT a 

u.  s.  Department  oe  agriculture 


Bureau 

of  Az 

ri  cultural 

Economi  c 

c* 

ESTIMATED  PRODUCT I OR , 

DI,jP03A_j  -TLJ..D 

VALUE 

OF  CHICKED 

EGGo  —  192 

4 

X 

i 

_  Rojn 

ber_of  eggs  (Millions) _ 

V  air  ej_ 

jrotal_valge£thouss 

_nds_d_o  liars ) 

i 

..  \  . 

'Used  for 

Consumed' Sold  except 1 

per  ' 

i 

Gross 

i  nc  o;ue 

i 

Laid 

'hatching 

as  food 

'  for  ' 

doz.  ' 

Laid  ' 

Consumed  ' 

'  Sold 

State' 

i 

'.on  farms 

'hatching  ' 

cent s 1 

i 

on  farm 

(cash  income 

Me. 

198 

6 

40 

152 

35 

5 , 940 

1,200 

4,560 

R.  K. 

110 

6 

18 

86 

40 

3,663  ■ 

599 

2,864 

Vt . 

85 

3 

25 

57 

32 

2,270 

668 

1,522 

Mas  s . 

190 

8 

41 

141 

44 

6,973 

1 , 505 

:  5,175 

R.  I. 

29 

1 

5 

23 

46 

1,111 

192 

881 

Conn . 

156 

6 

34 

117 

42 

5,460 

1 , 190 

4,095 

IT.  Y. 

1,197 

34 

227 

937 

34 

33,875 

6,424 

26,517 

R.  J. 

347 

12 

46 

289 

39 

11,278  ' 

1,495 

9,392 

Fenna. 

1,348 

43 

238 

1,058 

31 

34,778 

6,140 

27,554 

Ohio 

1,567 

59 

305 

1,202 

'28 

36,511 

7  ,106 

28  ,007 

Ind. 

1,279 

56 

246 

977 

26 

27,754 

5 , 338 

'  21,201 

Ill. 

1 , 615 

70 

360 

1,135 

26 

35,046 

7  ,812 

.  25,714 

Mich. 

938 

34 

229 

675 

28 

21 , 855 

5 , 336 

:  15,728 

Wis . 

909 

31 

252 

623 

23 

19,725 

5 , 468 

13,584 

Minn . 

1 , 098 

45 

250 

793 

24 

21,960 

5 , 200 

'  ‘  '157860'  ’  *  ’  • 

Iowa 

1,921 

82 

384 

1 , 455 

24 

'  38  ,420 

7,680 

29,100 

Mo. 

1,879 

76 

352 

1,451 

23 

36,077  , 

6,758 

’  27,859 

IT.  Dak. 

300 

12 

136 

151 

22 

5,490 

2,489 

2,763 

S  .Dak. 

492 

23 

140 

329 

22 

9 , 004  ' 

2,562 

;  6,021 

Rebr. 

794 

44 

228 

522 

22 

14,530 

4,172 

:  9,553 

Kans . 

1,380 

63 

281 

1,035 

23 

26,496 

5,395 

:  19,872 

Del. 

90 

3 

11 

'  75 

30 

2,250 

275 

:  1 , 875 

Md. 

285 

13 

49 

223 

30 

7,125  ; 

1 , 225 

5,575 

7a. 

602 

35 

152 

405 

26 

13,063 

3,515 

8,788 

W.  7a. 

336 

12 

87 

238 

29 

8  ,131  . 

2,105 

5,760 

IT.  C. 

442 

34 

:  154 

244 

28 

10,299  ; 

3,821 

5,685 

S.  C. 

184 

17 

102 

65 

29 

4,453 

2,468 

1,573 

Ga. 

324 

27 

161 

136 

23 

7,549  ' 

3,751 

3,169 

Fla. 

122 

6 

38 

78 

33 

3,355 

1 , 045 

2,145 

Ky. 

652 

36 

204 

412 

24 

13,040 

4,080 

8,240 

Tenn. 

713 

36 

198 

479 

23 

13,690 

3,802 

:  9,197 

Ala. 

333 

21 

165 

147 

26 

7 , 225 

3,580 

■  3,190 

Miss . 

291 

21 

162 

108 

27 

6,548 

3,645 

!  2,430 

Ark. 

421 

22 

184 

215 

23 

3,083 

3,533 

;  4,128 

La. 

181 

12 

109 

59 

27 

4,072 

2,452 

.  1,328 

Okla. 

727 

43 

289 

595 

21 

12,722 

5,058 

6,912 

Tex. 

1,068 

57 

534 

476 

22 

19,544  : 

9,772 

!  8,711 

Mont . 

215 

7 

78 

131 

22 

3,934 

1,427 

:  2,397 

Ida. 

167 

6 

52 

109 

24 

3,340 

1 , 040 

:  2,180 

Wyo. 

64 

2 

23 

38 

27 

•  1,440 

518 

■  8  5q 

Colo . 

280 

11 

92 

177 

26 

6,076 

1,996 

:  3,841 

IT  .Hex . 

60 

2 

26 

32 

29 

1,452 

529 

774 

Ariz . 

46 

2 

13 

31 

35 

1 , 343 

380 

905 

Utah 

123 

4 

25 

95 

23 

2,362 

480 

1,824 

Rev . 

19 

1 

6 

13 

34 

533 

170 

368 

Wash. 

539 

15 

92 

431 

27 

12,128  : 

2,070 

9,698 

Oreg. 

285 

9 

68 

208 

27 

6,412 

1,530 

4,680 

Calif . 

1,227 

32 

151 

1 , 034 

31 

31 , 657 

4,154 

26,667 

U.  S.  27,628 

1,201 

7,102 

19,325 

2b  .0 

610,048 

153,250 

430,717 
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Table  XXXFh 

TJ.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 


-EST 

IMATED  PRODUCT I OIL, E 

I  jPOSAL.  A.D  FA-LUL  OF  CHICKER  EGGS  -  1925 

:  t 

_  Rumber_of  .eggs 

_( Millions^ 

' Falue ' 

Total  value ( thousands 

of  dollars) 

i 

'Used  f  o  r 1 C on sum e  d ' 

Sold  ex- 

'  per  ' 

'  Gross 

1  inc  orne 

i 

Laid 

'  hatch-' 

as  food  ' 

cept  for 

1 doz.  ' 

Laid 

'  Consumed 

1  Sold 

State  » 

'  ing  ' 

on  farms ' 

hat ching 

i  t 

' on  farm 

' (cash  income 

cents 

Me. 

197 

6 

40 

151 

39 

6,402 

1,300 

4,908 

N.  H. 

119 

6 

18 

95 

■  44 

4,367 

661 

3,486 

Ft. 

88 

3 

24 

61 

39 

2,860 

780 

'  1,982 

Mas  s . 

.307 

8 

40 

159 

49 

8,446 

1,632 

:  6,487 

R.  I. 

32 

1 

5 

26 

49 

1,306 

204 

'  1,061 

Conn. 

171 

6 

33 

132 

46 

6,549 

1 , 264 

'  5,056 

R.  Y. 

1,308 

34 

.222 

1,051 

38 

41 , 464 

7,037 

33,317 

if.  J. 

380 

13 

45 

323 

43 

13,604 

1 , 611 

11,563 

Penna. 

1,452 

45 

233 

1,174 

36 

43,560 

6,990 

35 , 220 

Ohio 

1,689 

64  ' 

209 

1,326 

32 

45,096 

'7,983 

35  ,404 

Ind. 

1 , 259 

57 

241 

961 

29 

30,468 

5,832 

;  23,256 

Ill. 

1,608 

73 

353 

1 , 182 

29 

38,914 

8  ,543 

28  ,604 

Mi  ch . 

966 

36 

2.25 

705 

32 

25,792 

6,008 

18,824 

Wis . 

928 

33 

247 

648 

no 

22,458 

5  ,977 

:  15,682 

Minn. 

1 , 144 

47 

255 

842 

28 

26,655 

5,941 

■  19,619 

Iowa 

1,839 

87 

376 

1,376 

28 

42,849 

8,761 

•  32,061 

Mo . 

1,922 

81 

345 

1,496 

27 

43,245 

7,762 

33,660 

IT  •  Ecik# 

338 

13 

134 

191 

26 

7,335 

2,908 

4,145 

S .  Dak. 

495 

,24 

137 

334 

26 

10,742 

2, 903 

:  7 , 248 

Nehr . 

809 

43 

223 

543 

25 

16,827 

4,638 

11,294 

Fans . 

1,416 

63 

276 

1,077 

25 

.29,453 

5,741 

'  22,402 

Del. 

90 

4 

11 

75 

36 

2,700 

330 

'  2,250 

Md. 

286 

14 

48 

224 

34 

8,094 

1,358 

:  6,339 

Va. 

599 

36 

159 

404 

30 

14,975 

3,975 

;  10,100 

W.  Fa. 

334 

12 

85 

237 

34 

9,452 

2,406 

:  6,707 

R .  Car . 

455 

34 

161 

260 

31 

11,739  , 

4,154 

i  6,708 

S .  Car . 

193 

17 

100 

76 

32 

5 , 153 

2,670 

:  2,029 

Go.  • 

349 

27 

'  157 

164 

28 

8,13.2 

3,658 

3,821 

Fla. 

130 

6 

38 

86 

36 

3,900 

1 , 140 

2,580 

Ky." 

664 

'38 

200 

'  427 

28 

15,471 

'4',  6 '60 

9,949' 

Tenn. 

744 

38 

194 

512 

27 

16,740 

4,355 

.  11,520 

Ala. 

354 

22 

162 

171 

28 

8 , 248 

:  3,775 

;  3,984 

Miss . 

317 

22 

•  159 

136 

:  28 

7,386 

3,705 

3,169 

Ark. 

435 

24 

180 

231 

26 

9,440 

3,906 

5,013 

La . 

181 

12 

107 

62 

30 

4,525 

2,675 

1,550 

Okla. 

778 

45 

283 

450 

25 

16  ,833 

6 , 141 

,  9,765 

Tex. 

1,077 

54 

524 

500 

27 

24,232 

11,790 

'  11,250 

Mont . 

195 

7 

76 

112 

"30 

4,875 

' 1 , 900 

'2,800 

Ida. 

175 

6 

:  51 

118 

30 

4,375 

1,275 

;  2,950 

Wyo . 

SO 

2 

23 

35 

32 

1,602 

614 

:  934 

Colo. 

274 

11 

90 

172 

30 

8 , 350 

2,250 

:  4,300' 

R .  Mex . 

62 

2 

25 

;  34 

31 

1 , 600 

:  645 

877 

Ariz . 

49 

2 

13 

;  34 

40 

1 , 632 

433 

:  1,132 

Utah' 

139 

4 

24 

111 

29 

3 , 364 

581 

|  2,686 

Rev . 

30 

1 

6 

14 

39 

650 

. . 195. . . 

Wash . 

622 

18 

90 

514 

32 

16,607 

2,403 

:  13,724 

Oreg. 

297 

9 

67 

221 

33 

8,168 

1,843 

:  6,078 

Calif. 

1 , 258 

34 

158 

lj_066 

.  36 

37,740 

4,740 

31,980 

U.  S. 

28 , 504 

..  1*244 

6,962 

20 , 299 

3O.7 

722,925 

172,132 

519,929 
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Table  XXXVc 

U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics 


ESTIMATED  PRODUCTION,  DISPOSAL  AND  .VALUE  OR  CHICKEN  EGGS  -  1926 


Number  of  eggs  (Millions)  ' 

Value ' T 

■  t  al  value ( thousands 

of  dollars) 

'Used  for 

Consumed 

Sold  ex-' 

per  ' 

Gross 

i'nc  ome 

Laid 

'  hatch- 

'as  food 

cent  for1 

doz . ' 

Laid 

Consumed 

Sold 

State 

’■  ing 

on  f arms 

hatching' 

r 

'on  farm 

''(cash  income) 

cents 

1 

S 

CD 

• 

191 

6 

38 

147 

39  : 

6,208 

1,235 

4,778 

N.  H. 

114 

6 

17 

91 

43  ; 

4,081 

609 

3,258 

Vt. 

85 

3 

23 

58 

38  : 

2,694 

729 

1,839 

Mass . 

218 

8 

39 

172 

48 

8,720 

1,560 

6,880 

R.  I. 

34 

1 

5 

29 

47  ; 

1 , 333 

196 

1,137 

Conn. 

186 

6 

32 

148 

43  : 

6 , 659 

1,146 

5,298 

N.  Y. 

1,282 

35 

213 

1,034 

36  : 

38,460 

6,390 

31,020 

N.  J. 

402 

13 

43 

346 

41 

13,748 

1,471 

11,833 

Penna. 

1,576 

47 

224 

1,305 

35 

46  ,019 

:  6,541 

38,106 

Ohio 

1,853 

37 

237 

1,498 

30 

46 ,325 

7 , 175 

37  ,450 

Ind. 

1,312 

60 

231 

1,020 

28 

30,570 

5,382 

23,766 

Ill. 

1,733 

76 

338 

1,319 

23  ! 

40,379 

7,375 

30,733 

Mich. 

1,039 

39 

216 

785 

30  : 

25 , 975 

5 , 400 

19,625 

M?.-..  . 

. . . .  9.91 

4  -se 

•■237' 

'718 

*2S’  ■* 

23 , 090 

"5,522 

16,729 

Minn . 

1,136 

48 

245 

843 

27  • 

25  ,560 

5,512 

18  ,968 

Iowa 

2,030 

88 

361 

1,531 

25  • 

44,051 

7,834 

34,308 

Mo. 

2,159 

86 

331 

1 , 742 

25  ; 

44,907 

6,885 

36 , 234 

N.  Dak. 

347 

13 

128 

206 

25 

7,218 

2,662 

4,285 

S .  Dak. 

521 

24 

132 

365 

25 

10,837 

2,746 

7  ,592 

Nebr . 

844 

45 

214 

535 

25  ; 

17,555 

4,451 

12,168 

Kans . 

1,502 

65 

264 

1,172 

24  : 

30,040 

5,280 

23,440 

Del. 

90 

4 

11 

76 

34  ' 

2,547 

311 

2,151 

Md. 

306 

15 

46 

245 

32 

8,170 

1 , 228 

6,542 

Va. 

635 

39 

152 

443 

30  • 

15,875 

3 , 800 

11,075 

W.  Va. 

346 

12 

81 

252 

32  . 

9,238 

:  2,163 

6,728 

N.  C. 

470 

36 

154 

230 

32  : 

12,549 

;  4,112 

7  ,476 

S.  C. 

194 

18 

96 

so  ; 

33  ; 

5,335 

;  2,540 

2,200 

Ga. 

335 

29 

151 

135  : 

31  ' 

9,417 

3,896 

4,773 

Fla. 

132 

7 

36 

89  ; 

37 

4,066 

1,109 

:  2,741 

Ky. 

73d 

41 

192 

504  ; 

27 

16 , 560 

:  4,320 

:  11,340 

Tenn. 

810 

40 

186 

584  j 

26 

17,577 

:  4,036 

12,673 

Ala. 

381 

23 

155 

203  ; 

28 

8  ,877 

3,612 

4,730 

Mi  s  s . 

363 

24 

152 

187  1 

26  : 

7,877 

3,298 

4,058 

Ark. 

483 

25 

173 

285  • 

25  : 

10,046 

3,598 

i  5,928 

La. 

193 

14 

102 

73 

29  : 

4,671 

2,468 

1,839 

Oklh. 

872 

50 

271 

551  j 

25 

18,138 

:  5,637 

11,461 

Tex. 

1,158 

:  62 

503 

594  :j 

26  ' 

25 , 129 

10,915 

12,890 

Mont . 

211 

7 

73 

131  ; 

26  ; 

4,579 

1,584 

;  2,843 

Ida. 

194 

7 

49 

138  ! 

27  1 

4,365 

:  1,102 

3,105 

Wyo . 

65 

3 

22 

40  ' 

30  ; 

1 , 625 

:  550 

1,000 

Colo . 

299 

12 

86 

200 

23  : 

6,967 

:  2,004 

4,660 

N.  Mex. 

63 

3 

24 

33  ' 

31 

1,625 

!  619 

929 

Ariz . 

55 

2 

12 

41  : 

37  ' 

1,694 

370 

1,263 

Utah 

144 

4 

23 

117 

25  : 

2,995 

478 

2,434 

Nev . 

23 

1 

8 

17  u 

32 

614 

160 

454 

Wash. 

701 

20 

87 

594 

29 

16,964 

2,105 

14,375 

Oreg. 

300 

■  10 

64 

226  ' 

23 

6,990 

1,491 

!  5 , 266 

C^alif ._ 

1,411 

37 

151 

_1j223_  : 

31 

36,404 

3,396 

31,553 

U._S^  _ 

30,555 

_  _1^317_ 

_  6,676  _ 

22^561 

2'A.0_ 

_735J323_ 

158,103 

545j_934_ 
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Table  XXXVd 

U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  ,  . 

ESTIMATED  PRODUCTION,  DISPOSAL  ADD  VALUE  OE  CHICKEN  EG-GS  -  1927 


1 

Number  of  eggs 

(Millions)  ' 

Value 

’Total  valu 

e( thousands  c 

>f  dollars) 

1 

'Used  for' 

Consumed ' S  old  ex- ' 

per 

! 

Gross  income 

1 

Laid 

'  hat  ch-  ' 1 

as  food 

cept  for' 

doz . 

Laid 

1  Consumed - 

Sold 

State  ' 

ing  ' 

on  farms 

hatching' 

i 

1  on  farm 

(cash  inco] 

cents 

Me . 

192 

7 

41 

144 

37 

5,914 

1 , 263 

4,455 

N.  H. 

121 

6 

19 

96 

41 

4,138 

650 

3,283 

Vt. 

88 

3 

25 

59 

36 

■2,640 

750 

1,770. 

Mass . 

212 

8 

42 

162 

45 

7,950 

1,575 

6,075 

R.  I. 

37 

1 

5 

30 

44 

1,358 

184 

1,101 

Conn. 

198 

8 

35 

156 

41 

6,772 

1 , 197 

5,335 

IT.  I. 

1,361 

36 

234 

:  1,091 

33 

37,428 

6,435 

30 ; 00 2 

N.  J. 

419 

14 

47 

358 

37 

:  13,905. 

1 ,448 

11,026 

Pa.  . 

1,672 

52 

245 

'  1,376 

31 

43,138 

6,321 

35,501 

Ohio 

1,970 

70  ' 

314  " 

1,586 

OR 

T  40,976' 

6  ,53l 

32,989 

Ind. 

1,358 

65 

253 

:  1,040 

23 

26,074 

4,858 

19,968 

Ill. 

1,754 

£0 

370 

1,304 

24 

35,080 

7,400 

26  ,080 

Mich. 

1,114 

42 

836 

835 

26 

24,174 

5,121 

18,120 

Wis . 

1,056 

38 

260 

759 

25 

21,965 

5,408 

15,787 

Minn. 

1,148 

48  ' 

;  268 

;  '  832 

23 

22,042 

5,146 

15 , 974 

Iowa 

2,043 

91 

395 

:  1,557 

22 

37  ,387 

7 , 328 

’28  ,493 

Mo. 

2,175 

90  . 

362 

:  1,723 

32 

'■  39,802 

6 ,625 

31,531 

IT.  Dak. 

323 

13 

140 

:  170 

oo 

1  5,911 

2,562 

3,111 

S .  Dak. 

510 

25 

144 

341 

21 

8,925 

2,520 

5,968 

Nebr . 

855 

46 

234 

;  575 

20 

14,278 

3,908 

9,502 

Kans . 

1,547 

68 

289 

1 , 190 

20 

25,835 

4,825 

17373 

Del. 

98 

4 

12 

S3 

30 

2,450 

300 

2,075 

McL. 

337 

15 

50 

272 

29 

8 , 155 

1,210 

6,582 

7a. 

713 

40 

167 

506 

36 

15,472 

3,624 

10,980 

W.  Va. 

365 

13 

:  .  89 

:  263 

29 

8,833 

2,154 

6,365 

N.  C. 

509 

40 

169 

300 

38 

11,860 

3,938 

6  ,990 

s.  c. 

207 

:  19 

105 

83 

28 

4,823 

2,446 

1,934 

Ga. 

381 

32 

165 

184 

26 

8,268 

3 , 580 

3,993 

Ela. 

148 

3 

39 

i  101 

31 

3,518 

1,006 

2,606 

7S5 

41 

210 

!  '  545 

33 

'157264" 

'’"4,032  •’ 

...  - 20', 464  ~ 

Tenn. 

882 

42 

204 

|  636 

22 

16,141 

3,733 

11  ,'639 

Ala. 

398 

24 

;  170 

204 

24 

7,960 

3,400 

4,080 

Miss . 

369 

25 

167 

178 

23 

7,035 

3,306 

3,418 

Ark. 

508 

27 

189 

292 

32 

9,296 

3,459 

5,344 

La. 

191 

13 

112 

66 

25 

3,973 

2,330 

1,373 

Okla. 

929 

50 

297 

582 

21 

16,258 

5,198 

10,185 

Tex. 

1,315 

70 

550 

695  . 

21 

23,012 

9,525 

12,162 

Mont. 

'  167 

r ■; 

;  . £0 

100 

27" 

4,208 

.  1,800 

2,250 

Ida. 

198 

7 

54 

138 

25 

4,118 

1,123 

2,870 

Wyo. 

64 

3 

24 

37 

28 

1,491 

559 

862 

Colo . 

300 

12 

95 

:  193 

35 

6,240 

1 , 976 

4,014 

N.  Mex. 

71 

3 

27 

42 

26 

1 , 541 

586 

'911 

Ariz . 

72 

2 

13 

;  57 

34 

2,038 

368 

1,613 

Utah 

165 

5 

24 

;  137 

24 

3,300 

480 

2,740 

Nev...,, 

» . . .  J24 

Wash. 

787 

22 

95 

669 

26 

17,078 

2,062 

14,517 

Oreg. 

357 

11 

70 

275 

26 

7,747 

1,519 

5,968 

Ca.lif. 

1,477 

41 

166 

1 , 270 

27 

33,333 

3,735 

'38J575 

u._s^  _ 

32,00  0 

1,388 

_  7,307  _ 

23i309_ 

2 

_  668,934 

149j_550_  _ 

490^945 
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ESTniATED  _PRODUCTOT_,  _DISF0SAL_  JUTO_  VA LpE_  a 

_Hurnber  of_eggs  £M3XL  lions) _ ^yslusju 

i  'Used  for' Consumed' Sold  ex- 


■oer 


Laid 

hat  ch- 

'as  food 

cept  for 

doz . ' 

State 

_ing_  _ 

'•on  farms ' hatching 

t 

cents 

Me. 

200 

6 

38 

155 

39  : 

X.  H. 

138 

6 

18 

115 

42  : 

vt.  - 

oo 

w 

3 

24 

65 

■  37  ; 

*v'i3.S  B  • 

218 

7 

39 

171 

43 

R.  I. 

39 

1 

5 

53 

:  45  . 

169 

-  43 

X.  Y. 

1,348 

33 

218 

1,097 

36  : 

X.  -J. 

411 

13 

44 

354 

;  40  ; 

?  CHICXEX  _EGGS_  1928 _ 

ot al_ v  alue £thousands_of  dollars ) _ 

'  Gross  income 
Laid  UJonsuned  Sold  ~ 

ton  farm _ 'itcash.  income 


£,500 
4,850 
2,834 
7,304 
1,462 
7,445 
46 ,440 
13,686 
46  ,723 
47 ',475  ' 
31,385 
40  ,005 
28,575 
Pit  .  75 7 


1,235 
630 
739 
1,395 
183 
1,146 
' 6,540 ' 
1,465 
6,452 
7',  325 
5  ,499 
7  ,762 
5,500 


5 , 038 
4,025 
2,002 
6,122 
1,238 
6  ,050 
42 ; 910' 


Fenna . 
Ohio 
I  nd. 
Ill. 
Mi  ch . 


1 , 651 

i  3co 

1 , 347 
1,778 
1,143 


46 

64 

60 

76 

38 


228 

293' 

236 

345 

220 


1,376 
1 , 542 
1 , 051 
1,357 

885 


34 

30 

28 

27 

30 

P.f 


Mi  nn . 

1,140 

48 

250 

842  : 

27 

25,550  : 

5 , 625  ; 

Iowa 

2,104 

85  : 

359 

1,651  : 

26 

45,657 

8  ,007  ; 

Mo. 

2,090  - 

83 

338  - 

1,669  • 

OR 

; 

43,472 

7,030 

X.  Dak. 

334  ■ 

13 

131  , 

190 

24 

6,680 

2,620  ; 

S .  Oak. 

540  ■ 

26 

1 

JL  UJ 

380 

25  ’ 

11 , 232 

2,808  , 

Xetr . 

887  : 

46 

219 

523 

24  : 

17,740 

4,380 

Xans . 

1 , 614 

69 

270 

1 , 275 

24 

32,280 

5,400  ; 

Del. 

.  96": 

4 

11 

SI 

34  ; 

2,717 

31  i 

Md. 

320  • 

14  ' 

47 

259 

32  ; 

8,544 

1 , 255 

Va. 

709 

35  ' 

156 

518 

29  ; 

17,158 

3,775 

W.  Va. 

366  . 

12 

83 

271 

31  : 

9,443  : 

2,141  : 

X.  C. 

500 

33 

158  : 

309 

28  : 

11,550 

3,681 

S.  C. 

197 

17 

98 

82 

29  : 

4,767 

2,372  ; 

Ga. 

376 

26 

154 

195 

29  . 

9,099 

3,727 

Fla. 

144 

6 

37 

101 

31  : 

3,715 

933 

Km.'" 

677" 

"35 

196 

447  ' 

27  ' 

15 , 232 

4,410 

Tenn. 

800 

36 

190 

574 

25 

16,640 

3,952 

Ala. 

357 

20 

159 

178 

27  : 

8,032 

3,578  ; 

Mi  ss . 

350 

20 

156 

174 

26 

7,595 

3,385 

Ark*  - 

467 

25 

177 

2 m 

25  ! 

.9,714 

3,682 

La. 

178 

12 

105 

61 

28 

4,147 

2  ,446 

Okla. 

903  : 

48 

277 

578 

24 

18  ,060 

5,540  • 

Tex. 

1,383  ■ 

56 

513  ’ 

812 

24 

27  ,660 

10 , 260  • 

Mont . 

'"221  ' 

7  ' 

'75 

139  ' 

27 

4,972 

1 , 688 

Ida. 

219 

7 

50 

162 

25 

4,555 

1,040 

Wyo. 

73 

3 

22 

48 

28 

1,701 

513 

Colo. 

322 

13 

68  : 

221 

27 

7,245 

1,980  . 

X.  Mex. 

73 

3 

i  25 

46 

29 

1,767 

605  ; 

Ariz . 

55 

2 

12 

41 

'  35 

1,606  : 

350  i 

Utah 

184  ; 

IX 

D 

24 

156 

26 

3,993 

521  : 

20 

29 

629 

145 

Uash. 

875 

19 

89  , 

768 

28 

20,387 

2,074 

Or  eg. 

385 

10 

66 

309 

27 

6 , 662 

1,485  . 

Calif. 

1,599 

33 

154 

1,411 

28 

37,257  __ 

_  3,568  _ 

u. 

32,120  _ 

_lj_271_ 

_  6,822  _ 

24j_033_ 

±  _n_ 

_  754,080  _ 

156,645 

o< 

11,788 
38  ,941 
38,550 
24,488 
30,532 
22,125 
18,780 
18,945 
35,827 
34,715 
3,800 
7,904 
12,460 
25,500 
'2,292 
6,915 
12,536 
6 , 992 
7,200 
1,984 
4,719 
2,606 
10 ,058 
11,939 
4,005 
.3,776 
5,533 
1,421 
11,560 
16 , 240 
"3,128 
3,370 
1,118 
4,972 
1,113 
1,197 
3,385 
484 
’  17,894 
6,952 

_ 32,876 

"  56 o, 005 
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Table  XXXVf, 
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State 


Maine 

N.E. 

Vt. 

Mass 

E.I. 

Conn. 

M.  Y. 

N. .J. 
Pa. 
Ohio 
Ind. 
Ill. 
Mich. 

I  owa 
Mo . 

II.  Dale. 
S  .Dale, 
llebr . 
Kansas 
Dei:  "" 
Md. 

Va. 

W.Va. 

11.  C. 

s.c. 

Ga. 

Pla. 
Ky."“" 
Tenn. 
Ala . 
Miss . 
Ark. 

La. 

Okla . 
Tex. 
Mont . 
Idaho 
Wyo . 
Colo . 

11 .  Mex . 

Ariz . 

Utah 

Uev . 

Wash. 

Oreg. 

Calif. 


__Num.be r  of  eeffs  '  ( Mi  1 1  i  n-m  S 

Laid 

_ 

Used  for 
hatching 

Con  siimed 
as  food 
on  farms 

Sold  ex¬ 
cept  for 
hatching 

AMD  VALUE  Of 


133 

S7 

.  220 
40 
,  234 
1 ,386 
.  415 
1,703 
1 , 929 
1 , 340 
1,314 
1,174 
'  2 , 062 
2,007 
328 
540 
883 
1,581 
”■'."93 
319 
663 
347 
.408 
.  174 
325 
135 
””631 
709 
336 
305 
451 
175 
885 
1 ,314 
227" 
237 
71 
350 
75 


28 
878 
364 
1 , 576 


6 

4 

8 

1 

8 

37 

14 
54 

"  "73 
6,6 
82 
44 
"97  ' 
93 

15 
30 
52 
71 

4” 

15 

37 

13 

36 

17 

28 

7 

39  ” 
36 
21 
20 
25 

13 
.  50 

61 

"7'" 

7 

3 

14 
•3 
2 
5 
1 

23 

11 

42 


38 

17 

23 

39 
5 

32 
213' 
43 
224 
”  287' 
231 
338 
216 
361' 
331 
128 
132 
214 
264 
”' 11  ' 
46 
152 
81 

154 
967. 

151 
36 

”192  ” 
186 

155 

152 
173 
102 
271  . 
503 

- -  73  -  - 

49 

22 

86 

24 

12 

23 

6 

”87” 

64 

151 


152 
110 
60 
173 
34 
194 
1,136' 
359 
1,426 
1,568 
1,043 
1,394 
914 
1,604 " 
1,584 
185 
378 
617 
1 , 245 
"78” 
258 
474 
253 
217 
61 
146 
92 

".”400” 
487 
159 
132 
253 
60 
564 
750 
"147  " 
181 
46 
250 
43 
41 
207 
22 

”769  ” 
289 
.,383 


U.S. 

31 . 741 

1,397 

6,676 

|7is . 

1,093 

39" 

237 

Minn. 

1 , 209 

56 

245 

23 , 668 


817 

903 


Value 

Total  Valr 

w-L-  -J.  wx,. 

e  (thousands  of  dollars') 

per 

dozen 

(cents' 

Laid 

Gross  income 

Consumed 

on  farm 

Sold  (cash 

i  nc  one ) 

42 

6,895 

1,330 

5,320 

46 

5,094 

651 

4,213 

39 

2,828 

74 

1,950 

;  50 

9,174 

1,626 

7,214 

:  49 

1,632 

20A 

.1,387 

:  47 

9,173 

1,25* 

7,605 

:  38 

43 , 936 

6,752 

'  *36 , Oil . 

■  43 

14,857 

1,539 

12,852 

:  36 

-J  _  _  _  _  _ 

51,090 

6,720 

42,780 

j  32 

51 , 504 

7,663 

”  "41,866  . . 

:  29 

32 , 428 

5,590 

25 , 241 

;  gg 

43,899 

8,180 

33,735 

:  31 

30,289 

5,573 

23,531 

:  27 

46,395 

8,122 

”36,090 

:  26 

43 , 552 

7,183 

34,373 

:  24 

6,560 

2 ,560 

3,700 

:  25 

11,232 

2 , 746 

7,862 

:  25 

18,366 

4,451 

12,834 

:  25 

32,385 

5,491 

25,896 

:  37 

2,864 

339 

2,402 

;  34 

9,028 

1,302 

7,301 

:  30 

16,575 

3,800 

11,850 

:  32 

9,265 

2,163 

6,755 

.  31 

10,526 

3,973 

5,599 

:  33 

4,785 

2 , 640 

1 , 678 

■  31 

8,385 

3,896 

3,767 

14,702 

*£S 

;  vji 

N1 

9,320 

;  27 

15 , 952 

4,185 

10,958 

•  29 

8,131 

3,751 

3,848 

28 

7,106 

3,542 

3,076 

•  26 

9,787 

3,754 

5,490 

:  28 

4,078 

2,377 

1,398 

:  24 

17 , 700 

5,420 

11,280  '  •. 

:  25 

27,331 

10,462 

15,600 

(  27 

5 , 108"  " 

1 , 642 

”3,308 . 

:  27 

5,332 

1,102 

4,072 

.  30  ■ 

1 , 775 

550 

1,150 

:  28 

8 , 155 

2,004 

5 , 825 

:  3i 

1,935 

619 

1,238 

:  40 

1 , 282 

280 

955 

•  29 

5,687 

557 

5,009 

:  31 

722 

155 

568 

:  31 

22 , 652 

2 , 245 

19,840 

31 

9,391 

1 , 651 

7,456 

32 

42 , 079 

4 , 032 

3  6,  926 

30.1 

789,595 

161,564 

593J384 

29 

26 , 451 

5,735 

19,771 

27 

27 , 202 

5,512, 

20,430 

THE  SEASONAL  PRODUCTION  OF  EGGS 


For  knowledge  of  the  seasonal  trend  01  ladings  "by  ordinary  fam  floor-s  wo  have, 
heretofore,  had  to  depend  largely  upon  the  evidence  of  the  volume  of  eggs  coming 
to  market.  Such  records  of  layings  as  were  available  were  mostly  for  commercial 
flocks  and  these  records  were  affected  by  the  differences  in  extent  and  date  of 
culling. 

Table  XXXVI  and  charts  14  and  15  give  the  first  reasonably  complete  picture 
of  seasonal  farm  egg  production.  The  records  cover  an  average  of  about  20,000 
farm  flocks  monthly  over  a  period  of  five  year.  The  absolute  production  shown  per 
flock  is  higher,  and  the  proportion  of  fall  and  winter  eggs  may  be  somewhat  larger, 
than  for  average  flocks.  Otherwise,  the  relative  production  indicated  as  between 
months  and  years,  can  be  accepted  as  fairly  accurate  for  the  United  States,  and. 
for  the  main  geographical  divisions  and  the  larger  states.  While  layings  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  reported  for  the  first  day  of  each  month,  the  actual  date  of  the  in¬ 
dividual  report  may  vary  a  day  or  two  either  way,  so  that  the  daily  average  relates 
to  a  period  extending  over  possibly  5  days.  This  tends  to  lessen  the  effect  on 
layings  of  an  unusual  day  of  heat,  cold  or  storm.  In  addition  to  this,  weather 
influences  vary  in  different  sections  of  a  state,  and  especially  in  different  states 
and  regions,  and  their  effect  upon  layings  by  different  flocks  varies  with  the  care 
and  protection  given  the /’.latter.  Also,  the  effect  of  a  major  weather  disturbance 
is  not  as  a  rule  immediate,  but  tends  to  be  cumulative,  and  more  or  less  lasting 
according  as  the  disturbance  continues  over  a  longer  or  shorter  period.  If  the 
effects  of  an  existing  disturnbance  are  not  immediately  evident  in  the  current 
report  of  layings  they  may  be  reflected  in  the  record  for  the  subsequent  month.  A 
temporary  decrease  in  the  rate  of  layings,  may  be  balanced  by  an  incrcs.se  when 
the  repressive,  influence  is  past.  Sven  allowing  for  these  various  compensating 
factors,  howe\rer,  the  reported  layings  for  a  single  day  each  month  do  not  insure 
the  accuracy  desirable  in  an  index  of  the  rate  of  layings  designed  to  represent 
a  30  day  period.  While  any  irregularity  in  a  particular  month  will  tend  to  be 
neutralized  in  the  twelve  month  average  by  the  chance  deviations  in  other  months, 
it  would  be  desirable  to  eliminate  this  source  of  possible  error  by  having  a  semi¬ 
monthly  or  weekly  return  of  layings  from  a  smaller  selected  list  of  producers. 

The  absolute  layings  per  farm  flock,  as  shown  in  table  XXXVI,  being  limited 
to  flocks  of  less  than  400  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age  on  January  1  and  pro¬ 
portionate  numbers  in  other  months,  the  large  commercial  flocks  are  excluded;  but 
on  the  other  side  a  due  proportion  of  smaller  flocks  is  lacking.  The  layings  re¬ 
ported  are  larger  than  would  be  true  for  the  average  farm  flock  and  the  excess  is 
greatest  in  the  South.  The  principal  value  of  the  figures  shown  in  Table  XXXVI  is 
in  their  indication  of  seasonal  trends  in  production.  The  seasonal  trend  of  lay¬ 
ings  shown  is  probably  close  to  that  of  the  average  of  all  flocks,  possibly  tending 
somewhat  in  the  direction  of  the  trend  in  commercial  flocks.  In  making  comparisons 
between  states  it  is  necessary  to  remember  that  the  flocks  reported  may  not  be 
equally  representative  in  the  different  states,  especially  in  states  where  com¬ 
mercial  flocks  are  numerous,  since  these  latter  have  been  excluded  from  the  aver¬ 
ages. 

While  the  figures  in  Table  XXXVI  combine  the  two  factors  of  numbers  of  hens 
and  rate  of  laying;  this  advantage  is  somewhat  offset  by  the  fact  that  the  varying 
number  and  size  of  the  farms  included  in  the  computations  from  month  to  month  re¬ 
sults  in  greater  variations  in  the  averages  than  occur  in  the  figures  for  layings 
per  100  hens  and  pullets.  These  variations  aro  small  in  the  larger  agricultural 
states,  where  the  number  of  reports  average  from  500  to  1,000  or  more  monthly.  In 
a  few  small  northeastern  and  far  western  states  with  small  returns,  the  variations 
are  -so  great  as  to  vitiate  the  value  of  the  monthly  indication. 
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Table  XXXVI 


EGGS  LAID  PER  FAPM  FLOOK  -  1925  -  1929 
(h.s  reported  by  crop  correspondents’ 
fori  the  first  day  of  each  month/) 


Geographic 

division 

:  Jan. 
1 

:  Feb  „ 

:  1 

ITo  .Atlantic 

J 

1925--  M 

13.2 

ii8-7 

1926 

I7.9 

•21.5 

!927 

16.3 

:2l.b 

1928  ’ 

17.5 

;  24  - 1 

1929 

21.1 

125.0 

5  year  av. 

17.2 

22.2 

ITo  .Central 

1525 

9-1 

17.0 

1926 

I5.3 

22.9 

3.927 

192a 

18.0 

14.1 

21.7 

24.4 

1929 

19.5 

21.d 

5  year  av. 

14.6 

21.5 

So .Atlantic 

1525 

192b  : 

12.2 

12.1 

13.3 

15.1 

1927 

1928 

I3.9 

12.8 

l8.8 

l8.0 

1929  | 

13-4 

17-3 

5  year  av. 

12.9 

16.6 

So .Central 


1927 

1928 

1929 

5  year  av. 
We  stern 
Iqor 

1926 

1927 

1928 
1929 

5  3rear  av. 

Ij  » S .  ( 1929 ) 

192b 

!92'7 

1928 

1929 


9.0 

11.6 

14.8 

12.4 

13-1 

12.2 


10  cl 

16.2 

1 A  /I 

-4“r 

lb.X 

lb.2 

14.6 

10.1 

I3.9 

14.8 

13.8 

16.4 


13.6  127.1 

14 . 9  130.1 

18.6  133.8 
19.1  126.9 
I8.4  123.8 

16.9  128.3 


I7.O 

10.8 

19.0 

121.2 

:l9-9 

•19.2 

1 15.6 

110.7 
120.0 
121.4 
:  20.0 


•27  •  8 
:32-9 
130.6 

132.2 
127.5 

130.2 

:3i  ‘5 
■33-4 

136.2 
130.9 
128.1 


Apr  o : May  j June 

1  :  1  i  1 


47-3 


47 

42.4i49-2 
51.6 150.8 
46.8:47.6 

51.1:48.7 

47 .9148.7 


57-2457-4 

57.0  160.2 

63.6 161.4 

59-6  158.0 

61.1 161.4 

59,7  j 59. 8 

30.6  127.9 

28.4  127.2 
32.9:29.4 
32.3:29.3 
31.0  126.2 
31.0  128.0 

31.7  '28.4 

31-7:29-4: 

38.4:32.8: 

35.8  132.0 : 
36.1 130.3: 
34.7  iso.  6  i 


Jul~ 

1 


34.6 

35-3 
36 . 

37-5 

36.2 

36.0 


42.2 
1  /  R  V 

144.4 

44.8 

142.8 

143.9 

148.6 

150-7 

152-7 
:51.2 
:52.9 
■51.2 

'23.2 
23. q 

25.1I22.3 


39-2 

T  -I  > 

40.5 

41.2 

41.7 

40.9 


20.8 

21.8 


1 2S.  p 

;  22.0 

124.1 

:24‘7 

125.1 

127.2 

27-3 

25.3 

25.9 


35-3 

38.8 

49-5 

2.2 

37-7 

38.7 

42-3 

41.6 

47*3 

45-2 

45.6 


130. 2 

137.8 

139.9 
i4i-4 
I41  • 2 

139.3 

-4° -9 

42 « 4 

44-51 

43.2: 

43-1 : 


22.1 
20.2 
21 . 4 

2O.7 

21.9 

23.1 

22.1 
21.9 
21.9 


1 33 • 2  20.3 

132.1 

:34*8 

36.1 

34*9 

34.2 


35-1 

36.4 


27.6 

29.7 

30.9 

30.3 

29.4 
29.1 

30.6 


38.0  h.Ooy 

37.7  30.9 
36.9 1 30. 6 


Aug. :Sept , 

1  i  1 


3!. 

33-o 

31-5 

31-1 

32.7 

32.1 

33- 0 

34- 6 
33-5 
33-2 

35.1 
33.9 

18.8 
19.5 
!9-7 

13.8 

18.1 
19.0 

17.4 

19.2 
20.0 
18.0 
-9.1 

18.7 


24-5 

26 . 5 

25.6 
6.6 
8.8 

6.4 
9-0 

6 . 5 
6.2 

4? 

20»0 


25.9 
.27 .8 
26.8 

26.6 

2  7.6 

27,0 

29.O 

fd 

29-3 

29.7 

29!  3 

14- 7 

16.1 

15- 4 

15-4 

14.5 

15.2 

/  .  A 

10 . 7 

16.3 

15.3 
3.5.4 

15.6 

21.9 

22.3 

2X.6 

23.7 
234 

3.0 

21.2 

22*5 

22.0 

1.9 

2.0 


Oct .  illov.  i;Dec , 

1  i  1  j:  1 


19.2:10.2  |n.  4 
20.0:11.9:12.0 
20 .4 1 12. 5  •  i2 . ’5 
19.2:13.5:44.9 
20.5: 14.3  $5.0 

19.9;  12.5  >13.3 

23.2:12.3  110.3 
22.9:13.6  :  9.': 
21.0:14.8  ill. 9 
23.7:10.6  ;12.5 
22.6:15.2  ill. 6 
22. 7  : 14. 5  ill. 2 

12.9 ,’10.0  :  8.7 
14.2: 11.1  rio.  2 
13.5:11.2  in. 3 
12.4:10.5  iio.3 
1-2.6:  9.7:10.1 
.13.1 : 10. 5  110.1 

13.4:10.9  ;  9.1 
15*9 ;  13.0  fio.2 
15.2:13.5  in. 7 
14.1 i 13.0  -10.4 
14.4ii2.3i  9.3 

14.6  ;i4. 5  :10.1 


r/-4 

16.3 

iq.6 

19.4 


13.4 


Jjv^5,.0__19 .  1  52^44^ 42JL.56, 3  20.4  ?.5.9  21.9 


20.i; 
19.1  i 
17.6: 
Id. 7  i 
1^.7: 
lfi.l  i 
i3.o 


13.8 

15.1 
13.6 

14.3 
14.0 

11.3 

12.8 
13.6 
13.9 

13.2 


111  .0 
■12.1 
•14.1 
jll.O 

in. 9 
il2.0 
i  9-8 
i  io*3l 
■> ;  12.0 1 
in .  5  j 
ill.l 


Sum  of  12 
layings 


335-9 

348.4 

359-4 

354-9 

369.8 

353.7 

374*0 

399-7 

408.1 

400.7 

405.5 

397.6 

219.7 
225.0 
242.3 

232.9 

218.9 

227.8 


220.5 
239-8 
265-5 

246.5 

239.6 

242.4 


276.O 

297.4 
‘-J  I  *  V 

306.0 

314-6 

306.5 

300.1 

285.5 

308.2 

323.7 
'313.7 

311.7 


18.0  13.  Q  IQ.  9  ..  309.4  .  _ 
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EGGS  LAID  PER  FARM  FLOCK  ON  FIRST  DAY 
OF  EACH  MONTH,  1925-1928 
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BOSTON,  NEW  YORK,  PHILADELPHIA,  CHICAGO,  AND  SAN  FRANCISCO 


U.  s.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics 


Table  xxxw-a.  EGGS  LAID  PER  FARM  FLOCK  -  1935 

~  As  reported  by  crop  correspondents. 


State 

'Jan. 'Feb. 'Mar. 
'1  '1  ':  1 

'  Apr . '  May  'I June 

'  1  '1  '1  1 

1  July '  Aug .  'J Sept. 

'  1  'i  '!  1 

'Oct. 'Nov. 
'1  »  1 

'Dec. ' Sum  of  12 

3  1  ' layings 

Me. 

10.3  j  19.5 127.1 

30.8:33.2;  ,35.4 

28 . 2 

27.2 ‘21.7 

17.2*13.1 

12.5 

276.2 

N.H. 

16.5  :  19.8  !49. 2 

39.7; 41.5  ,24.6 

29.8 

[25.5  23.3 

13.7;  8.7 

16.0 

310.3 

Vt. 

6.2  :  10.0  1.17.6 

,26.9  ! 30. 4  27.6 

24.0  ,18.8  48.9 

11.61  5.3 

.  6.7 

204.0 

Mass . 

12.6  :  18.0 ; 33.0 

40.8 '32.2  '35.0 

29,5 

23.6  '23.8 

20.0  116.4 

14.6 

304.5 

R.  I. 

16.7  :  .27.8  51.8 

45.4}48.5  '26.1 

35.8 

27.4 : 21. 2 

16.4  *12.2 

15.0 

344.3 

Conn ...... 

13.6  *  17.5  :,33.1 

38.3  42.7  ,25.9 

27.6 

'29.2' 20 . 1 

14.8'..  9.8 

14.7 

286.3  . 

IT.  Y. 

11.2  *  16.7 

,47.8:50.5  :46.2 

35.3 

: 31 . 3  : 26 . 2 

17.5  :  7.0 

9.3 

330.1 

11.  J. 

17.2  :  21 .5  33.2 

,58.7:59.7  .5,4.1 

36.9 

; 35.2(24.9 

22.9  *13,0 

12.6 

389.9 

Penna. 

15.3  |  21.0  : .38 . 8 

54.7  50.7  ;44.7 

3.8 . 1 

:34.9 ,28.6 

22.342.0 

12.1 

373,2 

Ohio 

11.6  :  19.3 ,..40.5 

58.8  55.2  50.8 

39.2 

,'35.0,31.0 

25.5  112.5 

11.5  . 

390.9 

Ind. 

11.3  :  18.6  43.4 

62.8  58.6  48.2 

40.3 

■34.1  30.5 

24.3  <13.5 

10.3 

395.9 

Ill. 

9.1  1  17.4..37.6 

.60.6  60.4  49.2 

40.5 

;  3.3 . 9  j  28 . 9 

23.3 .12.9 

.  9.7 

383.5 

Mich. 

S.O  '  13.4. 23.6 

41. 3,' 44. 3  ,33.7 

32.0 

'27.1  24.6 

19.4M0.5 

8.6 

291.5  . 

Wis . 

8.3  •  15.0  25.6 

41.5:47.0  '39.1 

29.7 

26.0122.9 

19.1  :  9.6 

?.4. 

293.2 

Minn. 

7.9  :  15.4  26.7 

48.9; 53.0 f46 .1 

27  rr  <-7 

O  /  e  O 

31.5  27.3 

21.0  9.6 

9.8 

334.5 

Iowa 

8 . 3  16 .5 :  38 .6 

67.4:  72.0  [59.5 

49.8 

39 .1 ; 36 .0 

27.0  :13.9 

10.5 

438 . 6 

Mo . 

10.9  :  21.3:50.8 

69.1: 63.3:53.4 

40.0 

33.3,29.9 

25.4  ;  15. 3 

11.9 

424.6 

N .  Dale. 

4.1  :  .  8.2,19.3 

31. 0; 40.0 .35.0 

30.0 

27.0  22.0 

19. 0;  8.0 

5.9 

250.5 

S .  Dak. 

6.2  :  12.1:31.4 

52.7,  55.0  44.2 

37.8 

29.4; 28.6 

21.7  Ill. 2 

8.3 

338 . 6 

Nebr . 

7.1  :  13. 3 : 40. 2 

53.1  54.8 :45.2 

38.1 

31 .5 !  26.5 

21.3,10.7 

9.5 

351.3 

Kans . 

9.9  ■  22.257.8 

72.7;  69.4 [57.2 

47.1 

39.9-32.3 

24.6  ;14.0 

13.1 

460.2 

Del . 

'31.8  J  35.4 ‘ 54.8 

91.8’ 84.6  61.1 

39 , 0 

51. lJ  34.6 

25.9 [20.0 

18.6 

548.7 

Md. 

16.8  :  18.4  38.5 

59.9:  57.4  :40.9 

38.5 

34.2: 27.1 

21.1  115.5 

13.9 

382.2 

Va. 

14.4  :  14.1  ,32.5 

35.3:  34.1 ,30.1 

24.1 

2-3.5 ' 17,7 

15.2  :1b. 2 

10.6 

262 . 3 

W.  Va. 

12.3  :  16.4,32.5 

41.5;  39.0  :33.0 

26.3 

24. 2; 19.9 

16.6;  9.6 

9.8 

281.1 

N.  C. 

11.4  13.2:22.6 

25.7:  22.3:18.1 

17 . 6 

16.0 • 12.8 

12.1  :  9.9 

8.9 

190.6 

S.  C. 

10.2  ;  10.2  19.0 

23. 0:  20 .2  : 17 . 3 

15.4 

14.5  11.1 

'9.7  :  7.9 

5.5 

154.0 

Ga. 

10.3  :  12.3|21.7 

24. 7^  22.2;18.0 

18.4 

14.7(10.9 

10.5  1  9.2 

6.4 

179.3 

Fla. 

15.4  21.1:35.9 

29.2:  25. 2; 23. 5 

20.7 

17 .4} 16.9 

12.5  ;13.2 

11.3 

242.3 

Ky. 

7.4  ,  11.4; 27.0 

35.9;  32.0:25.0 

20.6 

17.3  14.8 

14.7  -10.2 

7.4 

223.7 

Tenn. 

9.1  ;  13.2:26.5 

32.4;  29. 3,! 23.1 

20.1 

17.5 j 14.4 

13.1  U0.9 

7.7 

217.8 

Ala. 

7.7  10.4:21.0 

25.3:  22.1'; 20. 7 

17.9 

16.3!  12.6 

12.3.  7.4 

8.4 

182.0 

Mi  s  s . 

8.5  11.3:19.3 

21.1:  19.4S18.6 

16.  i 

14.6 " 12.0 

11.0  :10.5 

10.1 

172.5 

Ark. 

10.2  1  11.5:20.7} 

25.4;  22.249.1 

18.2 

13. 91 12.2 

11.9  ;10.9 

7.5 

183.7 

La. 

10.1  1 3 . 8 ; 20 . 3 

28.3}  25.5  :21.4 

22.3 

20.4' 14.9 

13.5  [12.8 

11.5 

214.8 

Okla . 

10.6  •  19.2:41.1 

46.6:42.7  ;38.0 

28.6 

24.5  *19.5 

17.2  *11.8 

11.8 

311.6 

Tex. 

8.9  :  16.4  [33.3 

34.6:  30.6  *27.9 

21.9 

16.5,14.5 

13.2  H2.5 

9.5 

239.9 

Mont . 

5.0  .  11.7  119.6 

25. 3;  35.5  ;32.7 

24.3 

20.0  ’18.9 

15.2  1  6.1 

5.7 

220.0 

Ida. 

9.4  11.8 ;21.5 

31.6;  37.4:35.2 

28.4 

26.0;  22.5 

20.7  14.4 

12.9 

271.8 

Wyo . 

6.2  ;  10.8  ; 23. 3 

33.8:  33.1 >30.5 

23.5 

19.9:20.0 

18.5  :  9.6 

7.5 

236.7 

Colo . 

5.8  .  11.2 131.2 

37.8:40.4  33.8 

27.3 

24.1 : 23.4 

16.6  :.  9.5 

6.7 

267.8 

N.  Mex. 

7.1  ,  15.3  ,'26.5 

26.2; 25.9  '24.4 

20.4 

18.5:15.8 

10.9  10.0 

.6.4 

205.4 

Ariz . 

18.2  :  20.8  :38.8 

43.7: 31.7  [32.1 

2.6.6 

24.6  17.9 

22.6  22.7 

15.0 

314.7 

Utah 

7.7  '  15.4  ;17 .6 

37.7: 31.5  ‘30.4 

28.1 

23.2:21.6 

13.0  14.2 

10.3 

255.7 

Nev. 

18.3  ;  12.0  ■  20 . 8 

32. 2:  42. 2*29. 7 

26.5 

23.7  j 16.1 

17.8  :  7.4 

5.7 

253.4 

Wash. 

12. 9  V  21.6  :31.9 

40.2:  39.8  [38.2 

33.6 

26  .‘9  f 25.0  ' 

'  19'.l':l5.5J 

1616" 

321.3" 

Oreg. 

10.7  :  20.1  ;29.9 

40.2:  36.0  [32.2 

32.8 

25,5  j, 22. 2 

18.8  13.7 

13.2 

.297.3 

Calif. 

13.6  _21.3;30.3 

35.2' 34.9  32.8 

27.7 

26.9  f. 22. 2 

15.5  17.2 

11.8 

390.4 

H..  S. 

10.1  15.6  31 .5 1 

4,2  ..3  4019135.1 

99  „  1 

25.0  ') 21 . 2 

17.6  11.3 

9.8 

289.5 
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u.  s.  department  op  agriculture 

Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics 

Table  XXXVt-b.  EGGS  LAID  PER  FARM  FLOCK*  1926 

As  reported  by  crop  correspondents 


J  an.. ' 

Feb . 'Mar . 1 

Apr . 

'May 

June ' 

July 1  Aug . 

Sept  .j1  Oct . 

o 

< 

• 

'Dec. 1 

Sum  of  12 

State 

1 

! 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

'  1 

1 

1 

.  i  t 

layings 

Me . 

18 

.2 

21 

.5 

27 

.2 

31 

.8 

.30 

.7 

'31 

•  O 

28 

.9 

26 

.9 

19 

.8 

18 

.2 

10 

.0 

10 

.0 

274 

.5 

E.  E.- 

21 

.5 

17 

.3 

34 

.6 

30 

.5 

:32 

•  3 

.30 

.5 

25 

.1 

20 

.7 

15 

.1' 

13 

.5 

10 

.4 

13 

.2 

254 

.7 

Vt. 

10 

.8 

15 

.5 

16 

.3 

23 

.7 

:34 

.0 

.25 

.0 

22 

.4 

19 

.8 

15 

.3 

12 

.6 

:  5 

.7 

‘  6 

.4 

207 

.5 

Mas  s . 

21 

.0 

24 

.3 

29 

.8 

38 

.2 

■  41 

.8 

■44 

.5 

30 

.2 

30 

.3 

23 

.9 

18 

.4 

■16 

.6 

15 

.4, 

334 

.4 

R.  I. 

21 

.0 

11 

.8 

30 

.8 

34 

.3 

;46 

.6 

40 

.6 

38 

.0 

31 

.3 

28 

.2- 

22 

.5 

■13 

.2 

17 

.8 

336 

.1 

Conn. 

16 

.0 

19 

.9 

33 

.1 

39 

o 

i43 

.5 

36 

.6 

30 

.4 

29 

.5 

27 

.5 

19 

.8 

12 

.9 

13 

.0 

321 

.4 

E.  Y. 

IS 

.  6 

18 

.8 

.23 

.8 

35 

.8 

•49 

.4 

'48 

.8 

37 

.1 

34 

.9 

27 

A  . 

•  J- 

19 

.5 

:  9 

.3 

10 

.7 

332 

.1 

E.  J. 

13 

.6 

23 

.9 

.37 

.1 

49 

.9 

;65 

.1 

'50 

.2 

34 

.2 

37 

.3 

28 

.0- 

23 

.6 

:16 

.7 

16 

.5 

402 

.1 

Penna. 

19 

.1 

24 

.5 

;39 

.6 

53 

.6 

55 

.5 

:49 

.2' 

38 

.8 

37 

.5 

32 

.8 

21 

.9 

:14 

.0 

12 

.7 

399 

.2 

Ohio 

18 

.3 

24 

o 

:39 

.2 

55 

.8 

'.58 

.3 

:  51 

.6 

45 

.1 

37 

.7 

33 

.7 

26 

/I 

•  *"-*T 

■14 

6 

11 

.3- 

416 

.7 

Ind. 

15 

.7 

23 

.9 

43 

.2 

59 

6 

;59 

.  6 

:50 

.7 

41 

.2 

36 

.0 

33 

.8 

24 

.7 

13 

.9 

10 

.0 

412 

.3 

Ill. 

14 

.1 

21 

.1 

40 

.4 

59 

.5 

12 

.5 

:50 

.5 

40 

.7 

34 

.7 

30 

.5  ■ 

24 

.1 

14 

.8 

;  9 

.0 

401 

.9 

Mich. 

14 

.5 

17 

.2 

23 

.8 

39 

r* 

kJ 

■47 

.4 

;44 

.1 

36 

.1 

29 

.  6 

26 

.0 

20 

.4 

10 

.3 

:  7 

• 

316 

.4 

Wis . 

14 

.3 

19 

.2 

27 

.9 

40 

.9 

:49 

.5 

42 

.7- 

34 

.4 

28 

.6 

24 

.9- 

17 

.8 

9 

.6 

:  7 

.8- 

317 

.  6 

Minn. 

13 

.3 

18 

.1 

27 

.2 

46 

.7 

;54 

•  s 

•  45 

.3- 

38 

.  6 

31 

.7 

25 

.9 

18 

.  6 

10 

.3 

;  7 

.5 

337 

.8 

Iowa 

14 

.9 

26 

.  6 

49 

.9 

71. 

1 

;75 

.3- 

:63 

.2' 

51 

.3 

41 

.7 

36 

6 

25 

.9 

16. 

7 

iio 

.9 

484 

.1 

Mo. 

17 

.2 

26 

.5 

58 

.3 

70. 

3 

70 

.8 

;56 

.5 

46 

.4 

37 

.9 

30 

.7- 

26 

.0 

15. 

9 

ill 

.7 

468 

.2 

E.  Dak. 

8 

.4 

10 

.9 

21 

.6 

36. 

.0 

■41 

.2 

■35 

.7 

28 

.8 

26 

.2 

22 

.o- 

17 

.0 

:  8. 

.9 

•  4 

.2 

260 

.9 

S .  Dak. 

11 

.8 

15 

.2 

37 

.2 

56 

6 

57 

.2 

;46 

.1 

36 

.8 

29 

.3- 

25 

.9 

18 

.1 

11. 

.4 

i  6 

.8- 

352 

.4 

Eebr . 

12 

.3 

21 

.9 

45 

.6 

57. 

.4 

'51 

.8 

:4S 

.5 

40 

.1 

30 

.5' 

27 

.5 

20 

.0 

13. 

9 

;  9 

.2 

376 

.8 

Mans . 

21 

.0 

37 

r> 

.  o 

57 

.0 

70. 

.8 

,72 

.2 

58 

.2 

46 

.8 

40 

.6' 

30 

.9 

25 

.4 

17. 

.2 

13 

n 

.  o 

491 

.3 

Del. 

32 

.8 

36 

.4 

58 

.1 

88. 

.0 

;83 

.0 

'69 

.9 

53 

.8 

43 

.4 

45 

.2 

31 

.  3 

15. 

.4 

:24 

.  b 

582 

.  9 

Ml. 

21 

£ 

•  - 

27 

.3 

38 

.7 

61 

.0 

:58 

.0' 

47 

.6' 

46 

.9 

37 

.9' 

27 

.5 

24 

.2 

14. 

.8 

11 

.9 

417 

.  3 

Va. 

14 

.6 

17 

.  6 

34 

.4 

36 

.9 

;34 

.1 

29 

.5 

24 

.9 

22 

.4 

19 

.1 

15 

.9 

12 

.2 

10 

.9 

272 

.5 

W.  Va. 

14 

.4 

18 

.1 

29 

.6 

37 

.3 

■38 

.9 

,35 

.0 

29 

.0 

26 

.3- 

21 

.3 

17 

.0 

11 

.0 

■  8 

.  6 

286 

.5  • 

E.  C. 

10 

.5 

13 

.1 

21 

.4 

21 

.7 

:21 

.7 

;  18 

18 

.  6 

16 

.1 

14 

.3 

13 

.0 

11 

.0 

10 

.3 

190 

.2  • 

s.  c. 

9 

.6 

10 

.8 

19 

.1 

20 

.5 

19 

.7 

■18 

.5 

17 

A 

a  j- 

14 

.9‘ 

12 

.  6 

12 

.3 

;  8 

.8 

:  9 

.4 

173 

.  6 

Ga. 

9 

.0 

12 

.4 

19 

.6 

20 

.5 

19 

.5 

:i8 

.1 

17 

.0 

16 

.1 

12 

.2' 

11 

.7 

10 

.3 

;  9 

.2 

175 

.6 

Ela. 

15 

.9 

20 

.7 

30 

.6 

32 

.6 

:28 

.0 

'24 

.0_ 

20 

.0 

22 

._5 

JL6 

•  31 

14 

,0 

13 

*---•• 

.6 

12 

.1 

250 

.3  • 

Ky. 

10 

.3 

13 

.0 

29 

.0 

34 

.0 

'32 

.4 

25 

.7' 

23 

.0 

19 

.7 

17 

.  6‘ 

16 

.3 

12 

.3 

:  8 

.8 

242 

.1 

Tenn. 

10 

.  6 

13 

.9 

30 

.7 

33 

.8 

:29 

.0 

23 

.2' 

20 

.5 

18 

.9 

16 

.3 

16 

.5 

13 

.0 

:  9 

.1 

235 

.5 

Ala. 

10 

.1 

13 

.8 

21 

.0 

23 

.9 

:21 

.9 

■20 

.5 

18 

.2 

15 

.2 

12 

.7 

11 

.8 

10 

.8 

:  9 

.0 

188 

.9 

Miss. 

11 

.1 

15 

.0 

25 

.0 

24 

6 

:22 

.2 

21 

.3' 

17 

.  6 

16 

.9 

13 

.4 

12 

.3 

11 

.3 

;  9 

.0 

:  199 

.7 

Ark. 

9 

.9 

13 

.9 

24 

.0 

26 

6 

'24 

.5 

'  20 

.1 

18 

.9 

15 

.7 

13 

.3 

14 

.8 

10 

.8 

i  7 

.1 

:  199 

.6 

La . 

13 

.1 

15 

.1 

28 

.0 

27. 

.4 

■  27 

.2 

■  23 

.7' 

21 

.2 

IS 

.8 

15 

.1 

14 

.5 

13. 

.7 

11 

.9 

227 

.7 

Okla. 

17 

.4 

21 

.5 

49 

.8 

50 

.1 

;47 

.8 

•38 

.4' 

33 

.5 

28 

.8 

22 

.8' 

19 

.9 

14. 

.9 

13 

.9 

358 

.8  ' 

Tex. 

11 

.8 

14 

.6 

32 

.6 

32 

,6 

■30 

.5 

'  27 

.3 

22 

.8 

20 

.5 

19 

.5 

18 

.8 

■15, 

.7 

12 

.1 

i  258 

.8 

Mont . 

13 

.7 

14 

.3 

23 

.7 

34. 

6 

■35 

.9 

:  26 

.  6 

22 

.1 

18 

.3 

19 

Q 

• 

14 

.5 

10. 

.0 

•  6 

.1 

i  239 

.7 

Ida. 

17 

.1 

22 

.7 

33 

.3 

39. 

.3 

•43 

.2 

■34 

.7 

29 

.1 

27 

.9 

28 

.9 

20 

.4 

14. 

1 

13 

.3- 

:  324 

.0 

Wyo. 

11 

.0 

13 

.8 

25 

.0 

36 

3 

:39 

.  3 

31 

.1 

24 

.4 

22 

.4 

19 

.8 

19 

.2 

10, 

6 

;  9 

.2 

:  263 

.1 

Colo.- 

12 

.0 

17 

.8 

34 

.9 

41. 

o 

:40 

.1 

•;  34 

.5 

27 

.3 

24 

.5 

21 

.5 

18 

.8 

12. 

5 

:  7 

.9 

294 

.2 

E.  Mex. 

■6 

.5 

13 

.7 

26 

.8 

26. 

5 

■28 

.7 

25 

.6 

21 

.8 

15 

.9 

18 

.2 

14 

.8 

10. 

.6 

•  9 

.6 

219 

.7 

Ariz. 

12 

.7 

22 

.8 

50 

.4 

44. 

0 

’37 

.0 

;  32 

.7- 

28 

.4 

25 

.0 

19 

c;  ■ 

18 

.9 

ill. 

3 

15 

.4- 

318 

•1..  ' 

Utah 

12 

.7 

21 

.3 

27 

.2 

35. 

0 

:4i 

.1 

■30 

.6' 

31 

.5 

;25 

.  6 

23 

.4 

18 

.5 

12. 

0 

15 

.0 

293 

Q 
•  «-/ 

Nev. 

20 

.5 

23 

.5 

36 

.6 

41. 

7 

’43 

.8' 

:47 

.3 

34 

.1 

:24 

.9 

20 

.5 

25 

.9 

16. 

1 

14 

.7 

349 

.6 

Wash. 

19 

.2 

19 

.0 

33 

.1 

41. 

7 

:  39 

.9 

■40 

.5 

30 

.0 

■28 

.8 

22 

.6 

19 

.  6 

17. 

7 

16 

.2 

328 

.3 

Oreg. 

18 

,4. 

20 

.5 

32 

.0 

41. 

2 

:39 

.0 

'27 

.4 

25 

.6 

:25 

.6 

19 

.7 

20 

.2 

14. 

2 

14 

.8 

298 

.4 

Calif. 

20 

.1 

19 

.7 

37 

.9 

39. 

1 

:34 

.  6 

30 

.5 

29 

.3 

32 

.7 

23 

.9 

19 

.4 

14, 

9 

12 

.4 

314 

.5 

U.  s. 

13 

.9 

18 

.7 

33 

.4 

41. 

6 

42 

.4 

36 

.41 

30 

.6 

26 

.5 

22 

.5 

ri8 

.7 

12. 

8 

10 

.3 

308" 

.2 

112  - 


Table  XXKVfc 


I3GG3_  LAID  PTR-FABM  FLOCK  -• 1927 
As  repo r toil'  by  c Top’  0 0 "r  respond -nts. 


State 

Jan. :Peb. 

Mo  r . : 

Apr. 

May 

June’: 

July:  Aug Sept . 

:0c  tr. 

Uov. : 

,Pec . : 

Sura  of  twelve 

:  1  ::  1 

1  : 

1 

1 

1  :: 

1  .:  1  :  1 

:  1  . 

1  : 

1  : 

layings 

He . 

Id. A  18.2 

22.0 

38 .0 

35.8 

•’32 

•3 

28.2  ■2.;.o  20.3 

16.2 

n-7 

12.1 

272.6 

1T.H. 

14-6  -17.5 

28.5 

35-5 

33-7 

:2.'r 

20.1  28.3 '20.2 

17-7 

10.3 

15.7 

278.5 

Vt. 

3-8  13-7 

I7.4 

29.3 

27.5 

:27 

.1 

22.5  17.2  15.0 

14-3 

6.2 

7.0 

207.8 

To  o  c 
-*C-  bo  t 

20.7  10.5 

31.9 

32.7 

38.O 

;33 

•5 

33.5  25.2:22.4 

20.3 

1A.4 

20.3 

310.2 

R.I. 

13.0  21.2 

3b -3 

51-5 

34-9 

,  /  /. 

.0 

33.2 ;32.0 : 25  *  3 

24.6 

7*4 

lo.l 

34b  •  3 

Conn. 

IT .  Y . 

1.5*2: 1.7-3. 
14.6  :15>3 

25.O 

25:5 

A7.-9 

47-9 

50.3 
51;  a 

.39. 

48 

.2 

.2" 

33.2  .29.5: 27.. 4. 

39.3;31.0  27.5 

.  25-5 

19.3 

18.8 

icf.'6" 

lb  .0 

1671" 

351-4  .  _ 

*  ’  * " 347-1 

4  *  IT. J . 

17.5:24.9 

3b- 3 

80.2 

85.0 

50 

•4 

33.5:38.5  27.2 

24.O 

16.6 

13.4 

405-9 

Pa. 

I7.7_:2u.l 

4^-4 

83 » 4 

57.*.  7. 

-59. 

•3. 

39 ;  P. 3.9  •  9.  :?9.r  8 . 

22.1 

13.-.7 

13.-4. 

....414-3 . . 

Ohio 

17.6  125.0 

40. 0 

88.5 

80.7 

54 

/. 

0  t  - 

42.3:38.7:30.9 

24.O 

15.4 

14.7 

■35-0 

,  ‘  Ind. 

15.9  121.6 

48.3 

85.1 

83.1 

53 

•5 

Al.5  58.O  .25.2 

‘21.6 

ib -3 

12.3 

426.4 

Ill. 

15.0  :id.7 

48.2 

80.8 

82.8 

52 

.1 

35.2:32.4  28.0 

15.3 

15-7 

11.5 

411.3 

Ilich . 

12.8  I17.4 

30.8 

47-5 

51.4 

43 

.8 

34.1:20.3:24.3 

19.0 

ll.A 

10.3 

330.5 

’Vis . 

12.0  - lo . O 

32.1. 

31. 1 

52-3 

AJ 
-u  r 

.2 

2S?.?iS7;5:34;2. 

lb  .6 

11.6 

.9.-  3. 

. 333-6 . 

I  linn. 

ii.8  76.7 

2b .  51 

48.2 

58.8 

4b 

•5 

37.8  =30.9 ,25.8 

17-6 

16.6 

7.2 

338.0 

Iowa 

12.7  :24. 1 

45 . 2 

74-i 

78.8 

88 

.0 

50.8  :«;o.6  :35-3 

23-9 

16.4 

12.3 

484.O 

Mo. 

20. b  I26.I 

50.5 

70.0 

68.7 

81 

.0 

43.1  ;3A.8:2o.o 

22.8 

18.4 

15-4 

477-4 

1T.D. 

5.7;  3.9 

15.2 

35.0 

38.5 

34 

•8 

28.5122.9.21.1 

13.6 

11.4 

3-7 

245-8 

S.D. 

11.2  : 17.3 

33-2 

49-9 

54*5 

.2 

38. 7 132. 2 '30. 8 

21.8 

14.5 

7*i 

357*2 

ITebr . 

l3-5;23-3 

41.0 

54-5 

53-5 

47 

.2 

35.I ; 31. 2' 23.0 

10.  A 

14.0 

11.9 

375-6 

Mans. 

19.9:29.5 

55-2 

83.2 

69.9 

5° 

.1 

47.5:38.0:32.5 

24.  b 

20.0 

18.2 

500.6 

Del'."' 

-2279:42. 9 

63:2 

82.3 

Od.O 

84 

•5 

83.2:82.9:41.6 

15'.0 

27.5 

41.5 

640 . 3 

LTd . 

18.3  ;28.7 

50.5 

65.3 

84.O 

52 

.1 

43-8 :35-7-3i-b 

22.1 

lb.  b 

16.3 

449-1 

Va . 

14.8  ;21.0 

37.0 

44-3 

35-4 

31 

•3 

27.4:24.7' 17.7 

15.7 

12.1 

12.0 

297-4 

W.Va  o 

12.6  120.8 

34.2 

44.3 

40.4 

35 

-7 

25.6 123.0 ;i8.i 

14.5 

10.2 

9.6 

205.8 

u.c. 

12.9  : 16 . 4 

24.9 

28.1 

24.0 

15 

.  C; 

‘  J 

lo.l :i6.a: 13.6 

12.5 

11.7 

11.3 

203.8 

s.c. 

13 .’d  :1b. 6 

22.1 

23.3 

21.3 

lo 

•5 

18.4 116.0:11.9 

11.0 

5-5 

10.2 

193-2 

Ga. 

12-9:14-4 

21.2 

22.8 

15.1 

lo 

.1 

17.7:15.0 ,12.1- 

.  11.2 

9.2 

3.4 

153.1 

Fla. 

17.9:33.4 

35-7 

27.1 

27.8 

-?5. 

•7. 

23.0  :15.2 ’ 17.0 

17.7 

TLC.~>. 

12.5 

11.5 

...  .265.3 . 

Kyc 

13.5 :  lb. 3 

35-4 

46.4 

30.2 

25 

•5 

22.5  ; 20 . 5 : lb •  5 

1  /!  .  O 

X'r * 

11.7 

5.0 

275.2 

Tenn. 

13.2  10.5 

36.7 

42.2 

33.0 

27 

.4 

22.8  117. 6  16.5 

13.8 

13.1 

10.4 

265.2 

Ala. 

13.6  .15.7 

24.0 

2b. 0 

23.8 

21 

•3 

18.6  117.2 : 12.6 

10.1 

8-7 

9.5 

203.3 

Miss. 

12.7:14.5 

23.0 

28.4 

23.7 

20 

.0 

18.2  75.7 ;  12.7 

11.8 

11.3 

10.6 

201.9 

Ark. 

11.9:13-3 

27.7 

28.4 

25.5 

21 

•5 

16.6  '15 *6 ; 13-6 

16.3 

12.0 

9-7 

212.5 

a  18  e 

16.0  49.2 

25.2 

25.I 

24.2 

20 

•5 

20.5  117.7:13.6 

12.9 

12.0 

10.0 

225.3 

’Okla. 

21.0  124.3 

54-4 

55-3 

50.3 

42 

•3 

34.2  120.9  22.7 

21.0 

17.7 

15.0 

351.1 

Ten. 

16.7. 43.-4 

4,7. 

/,  p  A 

37.-.Q. 

39 

.8 

2Z-/c:23-.5.'1a-0- 

18.1 

1.7  .-5. 

15.4 

708.1 

Mont  • 

7.3  10.0 

18.5 

30.2 

29.5 

24 

•9 

21.5  ,10.5  17.3 

19.3 

11.1 

5-4 

213-9 

‘Idaho 

lb. 5  :22.0 

28.8 

43 -b 

42.5 

30 

.6 

32.4  -26.1 .2b. 5 

21.3 

16.0 

16.3 

332.0 

'  Wyo. 

8.9  I4.2 

24.8 

31.8 

33-4 

32 

n 

•  ( 

26.3  : 21. 7 119.0 

15.0 

10.8 

6.3 

247.5 

Colo . 

9.9  l8.0 

24*8 

38.0 

35-4 

34 

*9 

28.5  25.9  '22.3 

17.0 

12.4 

8.4 

279-7 

IT.  Men. 

5-9  46.2 

b  *  t 

31.5 

25.1 

27 

•4 

29.0  21.0 :i9.o 

14.0 

5.5 

8.2 

240.0 

Ariz . 

lb. 9  20. b 

30.1 

35.0 

AO.  8 

1  . 

35 

.8 

30.7  30.0  ; 21  •  0 

17.0 

20.3 

22.2 

320.0 

Utah 

15.9  .20.3 

2b.3 

38.5 

38-4 

3^ 

.1 

28.0  2/r.  x  |2^*5 

13.1 

16.3 

18.9 

302.9 

Dev.  . 

.loug.jfz.b. 

41,4 

30.4 

AO.  2 

32 

A 

15-3 

.10.1 

lb  *6 

303. 5 

Wa  sh . 

18.5:22.8 

37*1 

41.5 

47-3 

41 

.0 

38^0  i 2 d. 8  : 26 •  0 

24.8 

'1^*8 

17.1 

360.5 

Oreg. 

17- b-17-3 

35*5 

43.2 

42.2 

35 

•5 

28 • 0  30 . 8 1 20 . 2 

20*9 

10.3 

10.7 

337-4 

Calif. 

lb. 2  21.5 

43-3 

41.7 

34 

.1 

29.6  25.6  '24.0 

18.8 

15.3 

16.3 

:  322.2 

U.  S. 

14.8  20.0 

38.2 

47  -3 

44-5 

38 

.0 

30.9  28.2  22.0 

17*7 

13.  b 

12.0 

'323-7 

113  - 


Table  XXXVI d. 


.3GGS  LAID  PUR  FARM  FLOCK  1Q20 
As  reported  by  c:  op  ecu  respondents , 


State 


Me. 

F.H. 

Vt. 

Mass. 

R.I. 

Conn. 
R.Y." 
IT  *  J  • 
Pa. 
Ohio’ 
Ind. 
Ill. 
Mich . 
Wis . 


Jan.:  Feb, 

1  i  1 


.  7\T, 


VI or . : 


16.5 
23.0 

11.6 
21.2 

17*5 

23.7 
15.2' 

14-3 

13*3 

17.4 

3.4.4 

12.0 

1  /  A 


I4.2. 


21.2 

20.4 
L1.4 
24.0 

22.5 
•23*3 
22.0' 

25.5 
27.7 
23  .'7 
23.2 

22.5 
20.  o 
21.0 


27.O 

31.6 


lo.2 

r 
O 


1  o 

kTT~ 


30.5 

3O.9 


73 
45 
hi' 

55 

37-3.55 

bO 


3o. 


37-1 

34*5 

35-7 

20.3 

2j_._0 


Apr , :  May  :  Jun 


72 

% 

20 


62 

02 

47 


9:  30.0:33.5 

b; 30.0  31.2 
1: 33.2  27.4 

7140*4  3d‘J 

b: 51.1  -42.4 


9:4^ 
4:  57-5 
54*1 
c  44.1 
0 ; 60  •  8 
1 ; 50.4 
1  *  /.(.b  .  b 
2:49.3 


'41  *b 

45-9 

''51.2 

;49*5 

53-7 

bi.5 

44.4 

41*4 

'44_*3 


Jul; 

1 

2b 
2o 
?6 

32 

33 

34 

39 

40 

,0o3 

43*  r‘ 


42 

35 

34 

34 


Minn. 

10.1 

V' 

0 

25.7 

*  C 

cP 

0 

.51* 

8 

45* 

3 

37 

2b. 

5 

2o. 

5 

21. 

13 

A 

r 

11. 

0 

335*2 

lov/a 

11.0 

:2b. 

-3 

41.3 

73 

3 

73* 

2 

65. 

3 

51 

6 

35* 

5 

36. 

5 

2b. 

9 

20 

.2 

13. 

7 

400.6 

Mo . 

18.9 

30. 

-4 

45.0 

73 

0 

67. 

3 

55* 

2 

44 

1 

'34* 

5 

2o 

O 

25. 

0 

lb 

•7 

Lj* 

3 

455.8 

F.D. 

4.2 

:  7 

19.7 

34 

WT 

30. 

2 

33* 

2 

2  b 

0 

23* 

6 

22. 

.2 

17* 

3 

10 

•3 

b  . 

5 

:  24^- .  5 

S.D. 

7*3 

,ib. 

.0 

32* 1 

157 

b 

55* 

6 

47* 

4 

33 

r 

37. 

/1 

‘T 

27- 

-7 

24. 

Q 

J 

13 

•3 

9* 

2 

360.7 

Febr . 

13.1 

:2o« 

1 

38.1 

56 

b 

52* 

7 

47* 

c. 

AO 

5 

34. 

5 

25. 

’4 

22. 

3 

13 

.6 

9* 

3 

30  2  •  0 

Kan  s . 

15.0 

39- 

3 

53*3 

Pj 

0. 

.7 

65. 

6 

59* 

O 

p. 

2 

42. 

7 

33. 

*4 

.27* 

it 

20 

.0 

12. 

R 

J- 

Del. 

35*7 

51- 

1 

40  ®  1 

I97 

u 

103. 

7 

97* 

8 

69 

0 

.55. 

4 

36. 

.4 

20. 

6 

7 

.1 

14* 

b 

647.I 

Md. 

ib.o 

25. 

0 

40  •  6  • 

55 

3 

55* 

1 

Xb . 

4 

41 

0 

,33* 

0 

2b. 

.2 

21. 

7 

lb 

.2 

17* 

3 

403.4 

Va. 

14.2 

20 

>7 

32.2: 

41 

c 

0 

35* 

6 

23- 

3 

24 

1 

:  21. 

3 

ib. 

.2 

15. 

5 

11 

•7 

12. 

1 

1  277* 1 

v7  •  Vs  © 

12.0 

15- 

.6 

23.5: 

40 

1 

r°* 

0 

35* 

3 

5 

:  2/1 . 

r 

0 

21 

>5 

15* 

6 

11 

•4 

10. 

5 

:  203.6 

F.C. 

12.5 

17- 

.2 

23-4: 

28 

8 

24. 

3 

20. 

5 

lo 

4 

:ib. 

1 

14. 

.0 

10. 

b 

10 

•3 

10. 

0 

:  207.2 

S.C. 

11.4 

'15- 

21.0; 

26 

t- 

1 

21. 

9 

15. 

5 

lb 

2 

■  14. 

5 

10. 

,5 

5* 

0 

0 

•5 

b. 

2 

164*9 

C-a. 

10.6 

43- 

£  u 

3.0  •  G)* 

:23 

2 

21. 

5 

20. 

X 

x7 

5 

:^* 

2 

12, 

,0 

10. 

1 

b 

•9 

3. 

R 

.j 

:  179-5 

Fla. 

15.0 

,21. 

6 

25*7, 

:2b 

3. 

2a. 

0 

23. 

8 

26 

3 

•lo. 

6 

15 

,1 

13* 

b 

-U 

11 

0. 

11. 

7_ 

; _ 23^-0 

Ky. 

10.0 

.LM 

>5 

22.41 

.35 

3 

33- 

0 

2b. 

0 

26 

0 

:i5* 

6 

14, 

•5 

12. 

3 

if 

•4 

0  • 

9 

22b.  3 

Tenn. 

11.4 

i4. 

.2 

25b 

'37 

R 

j 

32* 

2 

24. 

C; 

J 

21 

6 

17. 

7 

15- 

►  b 

13. 

2 

11 

.0 

0  0 

6 

235.0 

A  Is  © 

9.5 

13. 

-3 

20.5 

25 

r 

22. 

3 

13* 

3 

16 

2 

.13. 

0 

1  r 

10 

-5 

9* 

C; 

k 

0 

•9 

7* 

9 

177.6 

Miss. 

10.5 

l;. 

•4 

21.2 

125 

j 

21. 

a 

20. 

1 

17 

0 

.14. 

0 

11 

.2 

10. 

/1 

10 

.0 

9* 

1 

I05.6 

Ark. 

11.4 

:1b. 

1 

19.3 

.27 

b 

20- . 

u 

0 

22. 

6 

lo 

7 

a 

14.. 

1 

12. 

0 

11. 

g 

11 

*3 

10. 

0 

203.8 

La. 

10.5 

l6, 

-3 

22.4 

:29 

0 

75* 

1 

21. 

A 

16 

2 

17. 

6 

12 

*7 

15. 

6' 

12 

•  0 

10. 

1 

:  205.5 

Okla . 

3.7.7 

;29< 

5 

39*3: 

:53 

2 

',46. 

2 

33* 

7 

34 

2 

:27* 

R 

V 

21 

b 

26. 

2 

3.7 

.0 

12. 

7 

359*1 

Tex. 
"Mont . 

15*3 

7*5 

:26. 

:ii\ 

7 

■5" 

35-91 

22.4: 

144 

72 

2 

3" 

35* 

•35* 

1 

3' 

34- 

pi* 

Z. 

0 

27 

26 

3 

9 

21. 

‘22. 

b 

5' 

ig:- 

-LO 

.b 

-9  ’ 

A.0  • 
•  _  -k- 

IO. 

2 

9 

la 

if 

.2 

•7 

13. 

-Y 

O  • 

b 

7 

a 

314.0 

2x5.3 

Idaho 

16.2 

■20, 

6 

35*2: 

/O 

t  ^ 

n 

1 

/Liu.  .  9 

7 

42. 

/ 

“t- 

40 

0 

O 

25. 

/I 

‘t 

30, 

*4 

2^* 

9 

16 

•5 

17* 

1 

3=5-9 

Kyo. 

10. b 

17- 

0 

2b.  5; 

37 

—7 

D 

136* 

9 

34* 

5 

2b 

5 

23* 

1 

22 

i 

lo. 

5 

10 

.2 

7* 

c 

J 

273*5 

Colo . 

lp.1 

21. 

4 

30. 2: 

42 

7 

:yt* 

7 

38. 

2 

33 

1 

•24. 

6 

25- 

.7 

• 

la. 

5 

11 

.2 

7* 

A 

-J 

310.7 

X.Mex. 

11.1 

19. 

9 

2b  .6’ 

85 

2 

:3o* 

a 

32. 

0 

25 

1 

20. 

b 

lb 

.2 

lb. 

P, 

9 

.0 

A 

07  • 

5 

253*7 

Ariz . 

15.3 

;2  8. 

6 

34*  i- 

41 

0 

:2b. 

O 

0 

33* 

0 

22 

2 

lo. 

3 

21. 

O 

21. 

0 

12 

.1 

12. 

3 

253*5 

Utah 

lb. 4 

:24- 

b 

35*3: 

30 

7 

44  * 

9 

37* 

0 

28 

6 

3F. 

3 

27 

.6 

21. 

3 

11 

■9 

.0 

12. 

R 

334.2 

Rev. 

I0.3 

,15 

7. 

31-.5J 

60 

p 

:o2. 

9. 

45* 

0_ 

5.2 

b 

,35.* 

0 

.u 

21. 

-5- 

2X. 

O 

11 

0  .  - 
-  -> 

.9*. 

Q 

•/- 

....353-1— 

v/a  s"h . 

21.6 

73- 

.2 

31.0 

45 

8 

;  42  • 

b 

37- 

R 

O 

31 

5 

•30. 

4 

22. 

0 

21. 

6 

15 

.6 

13* 

O 

337*1 

Oreg. 

15.1 

2A, 

.0 

35*1 

/.G 

1  ~ 

5 

45* 

b 

3.3. 

2 

20 

A 

*T 

25- 

2 

26. 

0 

22. 

0 

15 

•9 

13. 

6 

343 

Calif. 

la.  8 

22. 

,1 

.  36.4 

42 

0 

33* 

6 

38* 

6 

31 

5 

25* 

4 

22. 

6 

ah 

2 

1.1 

Z 

314*0 

c 

CO 

© 

tD 

I3.0 

21 

•4 

30.5 

45 

2 

43* 

2 

37* 

7 

30 

9 

25. 

3 

21. 

5 

±0  • 

*? 

13 

•9 

11. 

5 

313*7 

Aug. 

1 

t 

23*3 

26.5 

15*5 

27.4 
30.1 

31.4 

31.4 

32.4 
34 
34 
34 
32 


25.6 


2 

0'2b,5 


Sept , 


15*5 

23.2 
18  *  5 
25.5 

23.4 

26.5 

2  b.  o 

25.6 

25.3 

31.6 
31.0 

20.5 

25.5 

m- 


Oct.  tllov.: Dec. : 


lo  •  4 
15.0 
12.0 
20  *.4 

13*7 

10.4 

13.0' 

20.7 

20.7 

24.5 
24.0 

22.5 
19.2 

20.6 


4_i_ 
'1.5.0; 
13.0 

:  5*4 

•17.2 

10.6 
:20 .9 
'll.  3 
,12.6 
16.1 

14.7 
1b. 2  13.3 

16.5  33.0 
15.3 '10. 5 

13.6  '12.7 


12.3 

3.5.3 

O.0 

16.6 

10.2 

15.1 

IIV7 

12.1 

15.3 

174 


Sun  of  tv/elve 
layings 

277.9 

301.7 

222.b 

353.4 
357-5  , 
35b.  1 

339-1 

350 . 5 

395*0 

A  VC  A 

•  Xj. 

409.7 

352.5 

334*5 
341.0  __ 


114  - 


Table  ZKXVI-e . 


3G4S_L-.‘)JD  F^_FABM  FLOCK  -_1029 
As  reported  by  crop  correspondents . 


State 

- - 

f Jan. : 

Feb.  jllcr.: 

jhpi 

•  ! 

May 

June: 

Jul 

y: 

/■n  rr 

-.i-LAw,,  0 

i  40 

1  £ 

1  03 

:  Oct 

. 

l-Tov. 

Dee 

«  » 

Sum  of  twelve 

:  i 

• 

1  1  : 

•>  • 

1 

r:  1 

•» 

1 

1 

;  1 

:  1 

• 

1 

1 

layings 

lie . 

22. 

6 

24.0  23.3 

1 

’32 

1 

31 

1 

24 

2 

413.1 

.'21.1 

lo. 

1 

14.9 

12. 

9 

284.9 

K.H. 

20. 

0 

23.0,  2^.7 

31. 

6 

A1 

4 

2? 

2 

2o 

7 

230 

•27.9 

17* 

4 

Lr 

19.0 

lC . 

9 

306.4 

Vt. 

11. 

6 

13.8  lb.O 

29. 

4 

'31 

5 

26 

b 

24 

c, 

J 

19.3 

•17*7 

12. 

0 

7-7 

0. 

/ 

‘  J 

219.I 

Mass. 

2o . 

1 

27.7  '36.6 

41. 

6 

;43 

2 

32 

1 

30 

9 

26.6 

;  24  *  7 

21. 

4 

20.3 

21. 

b 

352.8 

It. I. 

lo. 

‘  V 

23.I  32.5 

43. 

6 

6 

•37 

b 

2b 

b 

25 

2 

32.3 

■17.1 

lo. 

9 

14.2 

22. 

0 

513-7 

Conn . 

30. 

5 

26.7  3I.5 

45* 

:4b 

3i 

6 

7. 

29.O 

.32 -.9, 

2b. 

5 

i.9*4 

23- 

2 

...374-0 . 

IT.  Y. 

13. 

2 

22.7  30.4 

50. 

2 

•50 

3 

47 

0 

30 

2 

33  “4 

2O5 

19. 

5 

11.2 

13. 

2 

363.O 

l‘i  *•  J  « 

21. 

3 

26.7  40.1 

65. 

0 

■49 

4 

43 

2 

4° 

0 

39*7 

;  28 . 5 

20. 

1 

17.4 

19. 

4 

403.8 

Pa . 

21. 

0 

0. . 

27.0  '40.3 

59- 

2 

54 

6 

A  7 

1 1 

6 

4.9 

0 

36.0 

:  ?a*9 

22. 

K 

J 

15.9 

17. 

2 

413-7 

Ohio 

22. 

0 

24.9  .38.9 

63- 

2 

61 

1 

52 

0 

41 

4 

37*1 

:  31  °3 

23. 

1 

i'5*7 

ip. 

1 

"  '424-46 . 

Ind. 

21. 

0 

23.5  36.4 

f  A 
Oy. 

5 

61 

5 

53 

3 

42 

2 

34*8 

:  29  •  9 

21. 

9 

15.7 

13. 

4 

417-? 

Ill. 

17* 

R 

v 

I9.5  33.1 

bo  • 

0 

62 

1 

50 

0 

40 

/[ 

t 

33-7 

'28.1 

22. 

/ 

j 

15.0 

ill. 

0 

399.6 

Hi  eh.. 

17* 

7 

19.7  '26.0 

43- 

7 

48 

3 

43 

b 

34 

/ 

23.8 

127.2 

17- 

7 

J-l.  •  0 

110. 

3 

330.4 

V/  is . 

.13- 

3  , 

21.1  2o.2 

4 

.45 

9 

3;o 

9 

31.2 

126.2 

19. 

2 

12.6 

.12. 

b 

354.0 

iiihn. 

lo. 

5 

13.0  25.I 

f  ru » 

4 

56 

0 

48 

b 

37 

3 

32.1 

127.0 

19. 

0 

c. 

11.6 

1  9* 

/1 

<T 

350.4 

Iowa . 

19* 

z 

20.4  32.b 

72 

2 

79 

5 

bb 

b 

F2 

4 

4-0 

;37*° 

2o. 

2 

n  '6'  '  ’ 

iu  •  0 

;13- 

0 

403.9 

Mo. 

20. 

0 

24.O  137.0 

72 

h 

4 

59 

4 

43 

b 

3b. 1 

130.5 

25- 

9 

17.2 

12. 

6 

445-9 

1T.D. 

10. 

0 

3.6  :"l 3 . 0 

35 

1 

30 

3 

35 

0 

27 

A 

8J 

23.1 

121.5 

15. 

5 

10.3 

:  3- 

0 

243.4 

S.D. 

lo. 

7 

lb. 5  22.4 

60 

0 

bO 

0 

51 

/! 

"r 

3b 

0 

37.0 

;30.5 

22. 

9 

1/-.0 

0  • 

3 

380.1 

Kebr . 

lo. 

0 

20.9  36.0 

58 

n 

L 

5o 

9 

/O 

1 

39 

5 

33*4 

:2b. 3 

20. 

5 

4^.2 

'9* 

4 

306 . 9 

_Ka_ns_._  _ 

24. 

2 

.  29.3850-6, 

76 

U 

-71 

1 

6  - 

1 

5.4 

1 

41-.7. 

32.0 

-.2.7. 

6 

'11. 

6 .. 

502.4 

Del. 

27. 

O 

31.5  '53.0 

59 

c. 

74 

6 

62 

/ 

1 

69 

7 

50 . 5 1 42  •  1 

po. 

4 

10.4 

:2p* 

2 

546.9 

Hd. 

21. 

0 

29.5  '45.7 

33 

6 

55 

5 

43 

1 

40 

0 

35.0 

■pO  .4 

22. 

3 

14.2 

:lb. 

2 

422.1 

Va. 

17- 

0 

21.0  :30.5 

.42 

7 

33 

5 

30 

2 

25 

5 

j 

22.0 

.17.1 

15. 

9 

11.5 

ill. 

3 

279.0 

W.Va. 

15* 

2 

15.9  ,2/.. 2  1:42 

0 

36 

A 

30 

c 

u 

25 

Lr 

22.2 

.19.1 

15* 

9 

9.2 

9  • 

n 

( 

269.8 

■tT  rt 

IX  •  O  • 

12. 

2 

14.5  lo.o 

;24 

7 

20 

3 

lo 

2 

15 

9 

14.5 

112.9 

11. 

10.5 

,  9- 

3 

184.1 

3.0. 

9- 

£ 

13.3  ,20.2 1: 24 

2 

13 

3 

17 

3 

lb 

1 

14.0 

110.4 

7* 

9 

7-3 

:  7* 

6 

167.4 

Ga. 

10. 

13.6  'lb. 3 

20 

b 

19 

£ 

lb 

0 

15 

3 

13«1 

:io.o 

10. 

1 

7.6 

9* 

3 

162.3 

Fla. 

14. 

7 

23.3  25.3 

.32 

/ 

27 

7 

122 

9 

19 

0 

0 

21.2 

:i7.o 

.12. 

6 

11.7 

1.3* 

1 

. 241.7 . 

Ky. 

11. 

9 

13.0  117.7 

35 

0 

c. 

30 

9 

:22 

A 

4 

IQ 

j.  j 

5 

17*4 

:  14  *  5 

13. 

1 

9-Z 

■  V 

b 

212.7 

Tenn. 

11. 

4 

16.9  22.1 

3b 

3 

26 

5 

42 

3 

21 

5 

17.4 

'•  13  •  4 

:  13- 

0 

9.0 

J  0 

3 

219.1 

•AID.  0 

9- 

14.5 ;l8.6 

25 

5 

20 

3 

,17. 

- ) 
O 

17 

9 

!5-7 

!i2.6 

11. 

5 

9.6 

’  0 

0 « 

4 

181.8 

Miss . 

11. 

0 

14.1 .16.3 

21 

6 

19 

0 

117. 

O 

O 

15 

3 

13.8 

11.6 

11. 

0 

10.5 

:  b. 

3 

170.5 

Ark. 

11. 

-l 

3 

13.0  117.0 

29 

4 

26 

7 

:  22. 

9 

lo 

3 

16.3 

;n.9 

11. 

6 

10.2 

1  ^ # 

3 

197.0 

La . 

10. 

0 

lb. 7  ;20.o 

25 

1 

23 

0 

'lb. 

3 

18 

0 

14.o 

H3.4 

11. 

0 

43.6 

110. 

p; 

j 

198.2 

Okla . 

20. 

0 

27.0  133.0 

5'9 

0 

A  r~7 

O 

0 

'40. 

3 

32 

9 

27.3 

120.9 

19. 

7 

16.9 

111. 

2 

360.6 

Tex. 

.A5- 

0 

.. 

25.6  132.2 

,47 

5. 

.39: 

4 

,33* 

2 

27 

][ 

24.8 

;  20.6 

:  19* 

2 

lb.  4 

'll. 

3. 

313*2  . 

Mont. 

12. 

0 

14.2  113.4 

33 

2 

37 

0 

,30. 

3 

25 

5 

22.0 

;20.2 

:  15* 

6 

9-9 

7° 

1 

240.4 

Idaho 

20. 

0 

21.4  130.2 

41 

0 

53 

1 

:39- 

2 

35 

1 

3b.5 

129.1 

:  22. 

0 

15.9 

:1b. 

3 

360.6 

Wyo . 

14. 

0 

13.7  M3.0 

31 

0 

2 

34 

b 

'34- 

n 

l 

2/: 

b 

25.0 

'21.6 

:  18. 

n 

( 

13.0 

■  /  a 

0 

257.8 

Colo. 

3 

15.2:24.0 

4° 

p 

46 

0 

37* 

7 

41 

r7 

“7 "[  1 

:  27. 1 

lo. 

2 

13.2 

•  O  e 

2 

321.9 

IT  .Hex. 

12. 

6 

23.3:21.7 

33 

C; 

y 

38 

0 

0 

127* 

A 

23 

O 

23.5 

'lb.9 

16. 

3 

11.3 

1  b  • 

1 

253-7 

Ariz. 

Utah 

16 . 
11. 

1 

0 

26.2:35.1 
17* 5:38.i 

3'8 

3b 

7 

1 

3b 

34 

0 

■32. 

■33'. 

2 

1 

21 

27 

1 

7 

4  j.«0 

xi.  8 

9-9*3 

122.9 

21. 

29. 

1 

2 

14.6 

lo.O 

:F- 

:lo. 

9 

7 

297.0 

320.9 

ITev. 

14. 

1 

37.7:45.7 

63 

5 

A  A 

X 

■48. 

6 

-7  /. 
y-r 

b 

31.2 

135.2 

45. 

O 

U 

11.0 

lo. 

4 

420.1. . 

Wa  sh . 

20. 

0 

22.2  127.8 

40 

b 

O 

42 

1 

■l-v 
30  • 

3 

35 

7 

34.3 

127.7 

24. 

5 

17.4 

17. 

b 

348.9 

Oreg. 

21. 

3 

23.I  ,30.6 

42 

7 

47 

3 

!40. 

0 

31 

4 

30.3 

:26.7 

21. 

b 

lb.  4 

-15. 

2 

:  347*0 

Calif. 

14. 

l 

2 

I0.5  ,31.2 

33 

0 

3b 

0 

31. 

2 

24 

6 

24.2 

19.2 

l6. 

9 

13.4 

10. 

0 

271.O 

U.  s. 

16. 

A 

Lr 

20.0  2o.l 

- j 

6 

43 

1 

36. 

9 

30 

6 

2b. 6 

22.0 

lo. 

0 

13.2 

11. 

1 

311.7 
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Table  XXXVII  EGGS  laid  per  100  hens  and  pullets  of  laying:  age  on  the  first  day 

of  each  month  of  1925-1929  in  farm  flocks  of  crop  reporters. 

The  figrxres  given  in  Table  XXXVII  are  based- on  monthly  reports  of  crop 
correspondents  for  their  own  flocks.  Returns  cover  flocks  of  less  'than  400  hens 
and  pullets  of  laying  age  on  January  1,  'larger  farms  having  been  excluded  because 
irregularity  in  numbers  of  returns  from  the  larger  groups  would  result  in  up¬ 
setting  the  indications  of  the  true  trend  of  change  from  month  to  month. 

The  change  in  number  of  layers  in  farm  flocks  from  a  maximum  number  at 
the  beginning  of  the  year  to  a  minimum  in  the  early  fall  accounts  for  the  re¬ 
latively  greater  seasonal  production  in  the  summer  and  fall  months  as  shown  in  this 
table  compared  with  those  showin  in  Table  XXXVI  on  layings  per  farm  flock.  The 
layings  shown  in  this  table  a.re  from  an  assumed  unchanging  number  of  layers  whereas ,  -  j 
numbers  in  fact  decline  by  September  to  about  70  per  cent  of  numbers  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  year.  The  low  point  in  actual  layings  per  flock  in  the  late  fall 
and  early  winter  as  shown  in  Table  XXXVI  is  due  to  both  a  decrease  in  layings  per 
hen  and  in  the  numbers  of  layers.  During  December  the  increase  of  layers  from 
pullets  coming  to  laying  age  tends  to  balance  losses  from  decreased  rate  of  layings, 
and  beginning  with  January  the  increasing  rate  of  layings  supplements  maximum 
numbers  of  layers  to  achieve  maximum  production  in  April. 

The  seasonal  trend  in  layings  is  extremely  constant,  as  exhibited  both  in 
Tables  XXXVI  and  XXXVII  and  shown  graphically  in  Figures  14,  15,  17  and  18.  The 
figures  by  states  reflect  relative  layings  quite  accurately  in  important  agricul¬ 
tural  states,  from  which  returns  usually  number  from  several  hundred  up  to  a 
thousand  or  more.  They  are  much  less  dependable  in  small  states,  from  which 
returns  sometimes  number  less  than  100.  They  are  particularly  doubtful  for  the 
states  of  Delaware,  Nevada,  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  Florida,  and  a  number  of  New 
England  and  far  western  stakes.  The  figures  by  grand  divisions  should  be  quite 
accurate.  Comparisons  between  the  grand  divisions  are  valid,  except  that  layings 
in  the  South  are  probably  relatively  higher  compared  to  average  layings  in  that 
section  than  is  the  case  in  other  grand  divisions. 

See  comments  in  connection  with  Table  XXXVI. 


(Insert  from  page  106)  TREND  OE  MONTHLY  EGG-  RECEIPTS  AT  MARKETS 

The  records  of  layings  per  flock  and  of  receipts  at  the  5  principal 
markets  sychronize  very  well  as  shown  on  Figure  No.  16  page  109.  This  chart  shows 
that  the  trend  of  relative  receipts  at  the  5  cities  tends  to  begin  its  upward  move¬ 
ment  a  little  earlier  and  its  downward-movement  a  little  later  than  the  trend  of 
layings  and  that  the  trend  of  relative  receipts  at  the  markets  are  relatively 
lighter  in  the  last  half  of  the  year  and  heavier  in  the  first  half  than  the  trend  o 
layings. 

These  facts  are  consistent  with  the  greater  surplus  available  for  market¬ 
ing  in  the  first  half  of  the  year,  with  the  poorer  quality  of  summer  eggs  and  the 
difficulty  of  getting  them  to  market  in  good  condition  during  the  warm  season,  q.nd 
with  the  heavy  movement  of  eggs  from  commercial  flocks  at  the  beginning  of  the 
season,  the  layings  from  these  latter  not  being  adequately  reflected  in  the  returns 
(of  layings  per  farm  flock. 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 


Table  XXXVII 


EGGS  LAID  PER  100  HEftS  AITD  PULLETS  OF  LAYI1TG  AGE 
Oil  FIRST  DAY  OF  EACH  MOUTH,  1925-1929,  IU  THE  FARM  FLOCKS  OF  CROP  REPORTERS 


Geographic 

division 

|  Jan. 

1 

I 

Feb . 

1 

Mar . 

1 

Apr . 

1 

May 

1 

Jane 

1 

— 

July: 

1 

Aug. 

•  1 

Sept 

1 

Oct . 

1 

Uov. : 

1 

Dec. 

1 

Sun  of 
,  12 
layings 

No.Atlanti< 

1925 

1 

15.1 

21.1 

37.6 

55.4 

58.5 

« o 

46.2 

42.9 

35.5 

27.1 

13.0 

13.3 

420.8 

1925 

19.4 

24.8 

35.0 

49.3 

53.9 

53.9 

47.4 

43.3 

o  3 « o 

27.9 

14.8 

14.2 

425.7 

1927 

17.8 

24.7 

38.4 

57,8 

59.7 

54.6 

46.3 

41.9 

36.4 

25.8 

14.9 

13.7 

:  432.8 

1928 

18.  p 

25.9 

35.9 

52.5 

58.1 

54.5 

47.2 

41.8 

37.2 

25.5 

15.5 

13.3 

'  429.7 

1929 

23.0 

27.5 

38,6 

58.0 

58.8 

53.9 

47.8 

45.2 

38.7 

27.1 

16.6 

17.2 

452.5 

ITo .  Central 
1925 

6.1 

15.3 

33.5 

52.7 

55.4 

48.4 

41.4 

35.5 

32.5 

25.7 

12.4 

9.5.  371.7 

1925 

13.4 

19.8 

35.1 

51.1 

55.9 

51.2 

43.0 

38.0 

33.4 

24.7 

14.0 

8.9 

390.4 

1927 

12.5 

18.0 

36.7 

54.5 

55.8 

50.4 

41.4 

35.9 

30.8 

22.1 

14.3 

10.6 

383.2 

1928 

11.7 

20..4 

31.4 

52.0 

54.1 

5C.1 

42.4 

36.4 

33.1 

25.6 

16.3 

11.4 

385.1 

1929 

15.5 

18.7 

29.4 

54.2 

57.3 

52.1 

43.8 

38.8 

34.3 

25.3 

15.1 

10.3 

395.0 

So .Atlantic 
1925 

19.1 

22 . 6 

a-6.0 

51.4 

51.0 

45.4 

40.4 

37.1 

30.  5 

24 . 6 

13.4 

14.7 

397.1 

1925 

20.0 

25.2 

42.5 

50.3 

51.4 

45 .  5 

42.0 

39.1 

32.4 

26.6 

19.3 

10.9 

412.5 

1927 

20.9 

29.0 

46.4 

54.9 

52.1 

45. 2 

40.6 

36 . 9 

28.9 

23.4 

17.9 

17.4 

414.6 

1928 

18.9 

25.4 

39.1 

51.3 

50.1 

45.5 

35.9 

35.5 

29.7 

22.9 

18.2 

17.1 

255.5 

1929 

21.5 

29.5 

39.7 

- 

54.9 

50.2 

44.7 

41.0 

33.0 

29.1 

24.0 

17.2 

17.1 

405.1 

So . Cent  ral 
1925 

13.3 

20.3 

1 

. 

42.1 

51.9 

48.7 

43.9 

37.5 

32.6 

27.4 

24.0 

18.5 

14.2 

374*  a. 

1925 

17.5 

22.2 

42.2 

51.8 

51.7 

45.2 

40.7 

36.7 

31.7 

27.5 

20.9 

14.8 

403.9 

1927 

20.2 

25.0 

46. 5 

54.8 

51.1 

45.3 

36. 5 

32.9 

27.4 

22.7 

19.2 

15.8 

399.5 

1928 

15.0 

24.1 

37.4 

51.3 

50.2 

45.5 

38.,  1 

31.8 

26.6 

23.0 

20.4 

15.6 

380.2 

1929 

18.7 

25.3 

35.5 

56.3 

52.3 

45.3 

39.2 

35.2 

28.0 

24.7 

19.5 

13.81  395.9 

i 

l 

Western 

1925 

15.9 

25. 5 

41.7 

54.0 

55.8 

52.0 

45 . 5 

41.7 

37.3 

28.8 

21.7 

19.8 

442 . 7 

1925 

25.0 

28.5 

49.2 

58.8 

59.3 

53.4 

45.5 

43.3 

38.1 

30.1 

21.3 

17.6 

471.8 

1927 

20.2 

27,8 

42.7 

54.6 

58.2 

52.7 

47.5 

42.2 

37.4 

28.0 

22.0 

18.4 

451.7 

1928 

21.2 

29.7 

44.8 

58.2 

53.3 

53.2 

47.5 

42.0 

36.2 

30.4 

20.3 

15.5 

460.4 

1929 

23.3 

28.9 

39.1 

55.7 

59.5 

55.3 

50.2 

45.6 

38.9 

31.2 

22.2 

16.5 

467.6 

Unit. States 
1925 

11.6 

18.5 

37.1 

52.9 

54.1 

48.1 

41.5 

36.9 

32.2 

25.7 

15.0 

12.2 

385.8 

1926 

16.3 

22.0 

38.9 

51. 5 

55.6 

50.3 

43 . 2 

38.9 

34.0 

26.2 

15.5 

12.1 

405. 9 

1927 

16.0 

22.0 

40.3 

55.0 

55.1 

49.5 

41.8 

35.6 

31.1 

23,3 

15.3 

13.3 

400.3 

1928 

14.7 

23.0 

34.9 

52.4 

53.7 

49.5 

42.2 

35.5 

32.3 

25.2 

17.8 

13.7 

395.0 

1929 

1 

i 

18.7 

23.1 

33. 5 

55.3 

55.0 

50.5 

43.6 

39 . 0 

33o4 

25.7 

16.9 

12.9 

408.6 
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'fable  XXXVI-a. 


EGGS  MID  PER  _100  HEITSJJTD  PTJLLETS_OF  LAY  1 10_AGE_-_1 92  5 
as  reported  for  OF  CROP_REPORTERS 


Table  XXXVIE-b. 


EGGS_IAII)  PER  100  K3i;S_Alp  PULLSTS  OF  LAY  IRQ  AGS  -  1926 
AS_BSPORTEP  FOR  Fmf'FLOCICS  ~OF_CROP"WPORTERS  ~ 


1 


Sta  te 

1  Jan.  :Feb.  :Mar 
!  l  ::  l  :  1 

5  • 

Apr.: May  : June 

1  1 1  :  1 
•'  t 

: July: Aug. :Sept 

:  1  :  1  :  1 
:  :  i 

.  :  Oct . :Rov. ;Dec . 

:  1  !  1  ‘I 

4  u 

:  Sun  of  twelve 

1  layings 

He. 

1T.H. 

Vt. 

Hass. 

R.I. 

Conn. 

L  *r.y. 

1  IT.  J . 
m  Pa. 

r  'Ohio 
Ind. 
Ill. 
Mich. 

Wis. _ 

Minr> . 
Iowa 

Mo . 

R. D. 

S. D. 
ITebr. 
Kans. 
Del. 

Md. 

7a. 

W.Va. 

II.  C. 

1  S.C. 

|  Ga. 

1  Fla. 

■  Ky. 

Term. . 

Ala. 

Miss. 

1. 4rfc. 

■  vaa. 

Okla. 

.  JP®z* 

*4&ont . 
Idaho 

Myo . 
Colo. 
IT.Mex. 
Ariz. 
Utah 
■•Rev. 

Mash .  V 
Oreg.  ; 

Calif.  £ 

TT  Q 

25.0  131.3 143.0 
2  o .  3  31  •  0  '  30  • F 

22.6  :29.l  I34.C 

27.6  ;2S'.u’.;o.c 

24.5  :i7-0  J25.a 

21.. 6. 25..3 J3^  »0 
17*9  22.1  ,'26.3 

17.6  24.1  ;37.2 
44-4:24.6:37.6 
16.5  121.6  37. 5 
14.0  :20.2  30.1 

11.7  47.0  |33 * 7 

lb. 6  ;20.u  :2a. 4 

16. . 4  .22.4.32.5 
13.0  ,17.4  ;2o.l 
10 « 5  :i?.5  :3->2 

13.4  19.6  M-l. 3 

IO.3  14.4:25.9 
11.2  I3.5  34.6 

11  *7  49*9-42.3 
15.0:27.342.1 
23.0  25.2  34  1 " 
1-J. 4  23.1  36.5 
18. 0  ,22.3  32.4 

19.6  23.2  30.1 

21.1  2b.2  45.O 

17.2  25.3  .44.I 

19.3  26.7  144.3 

-2M37.vOi45-4+ 
14.9  -i7.o  40.5 ' 

14.4  10.5  41.0 

10.7  26. J  40.2 

22.4  30.1  30.6 

10.4  24  •  J  47  $  *3 
22. u  26.  .6  49*6 

17.5  21.1:49.3 
17-.7.:2i..5:49.5 
21.3  22.7  '42.1  r 

24.2  30.1  40.3 

17.2  20.9  42.2 

14.8  -21.3  43.4 
3.3.4  ,23*6  47.9 

-3-3  -31-5  :39*2 

24.6  32.7  :44.7  ( 

53*9. 33.  50.1 

2 5. '6 ‘ 23 V2^  50."3'^ 

27.0  .31.3 :4g. 2  £ 
29.3-31.3  3/1.2  f 

49-7  hr-6-  55-€ 

45.2  52.7  51. c 

144-3  57-0, 57-c 
■50.6  b0.2  54.5 
32.7  54-7  52.5 
!55.-f  57,o:59?l 

4  r2  •  j  bO  •  2 .  ^0  •  4 

52.0  61.6: 51.4 

53.0  ..5.3.1  51.9 

53 *o  .‘59.0;  54.6 

53.4  59 • 4 : 52.2 
43 • 5  54.1:46.6 
47  •  7  ,60 . 0 : 56.6 
,4tj.i  i6o.3:54.3 

47.2  59.4:52.1 
49.0  55. 1:45.3 
53-7  :57*° ■’ 53*9 

40.4  55.0:51.4 
51.3-  ;55.5:49.o 
53-2  53.2:49.5 
55  ‘  P.  ,;57.  ?  9  .499. 1 
:54*7  p7-3: 51-3 
;55-b  53-1 147.5 
:51.o  51.2:46.3 
’53*2  58.5:52.6 
•45.3  51.4:45.0 
46.0  jW.O  14.4 

46.O  .:rb  .  9  0 

53.  *.5  42.6745.3 
50.0  52.2  ,45.9 

50.7  45.1  43.5 
79*3  40.5  45-7 

52.5  49. u  ;4j.O 
52.9  51.7  :45»6 
73*4  45.5  43*5 

5r * 2  '55.0:49.2 
52.4952.2;4b.2 

56.4  ;b0.c  51.0' 

59.1 165.2  56.3  f 

55.5  ;6o.  1  53.5  u 

52.7  '5®*5 : 50.1  < 
52.4:57.6:50.2  < 

53. ^  ;55*i ■  54.4  «. 
3I.0  73.6 : 57.4  / 

5?.-5;5hh51-2  : 

34.7  ;6l.6,5o.i  'f 
>2.  o’ -62. 0  53.3  7 
B.-o  5&-9  92-7  - 

51.5  43.4  41.1 

46.1 147.2  ;‘37.o 

51.3  ;4b.3  4j.0.7 

46.2  '.10.2  ’34.2 
Vi* 5  '35.7  .37*5 
,48.1942. 2  39.1 

49.6  54.6  -35.8 

41.9  :42.0  34-3 
,46.4:44.0  40.4 
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